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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to provide an environmental
assessment of the proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP). The proposed PDCP would
be a statewide program to minimize the impact of Pierce's disease in California. A major strategy
in this program is to reduce the spread and occurrence of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, a non-
native insect capable of spreading the disease to new areas of California. The California
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) is the agency responsible for coordinating this
statewide comprehensive program, and is the Lead Agency for this EIR. The county agricultural
commissioner, or other agency designated by the Board of Supervisors of each county, would have
the responsibility for local implementation of the program, with coordination by CDFA. The
program has five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey, contain the spread, local

management and rapid response, and research.

The proposed program to be evaluated in this EIR is an extension of an ongoing emergency
program and regulations mandated by the California State Legislature to control Pierce’s disease
and the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Because the emergency regulations and response program
were created in response to an emergency, they are exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14,
Chapter 3, Section 15269). The proposed PDCP evaluated in this EIR, if approved, would be a
continuation of the emergency program as a long-term program, with attendant regulations. A
brief history of the emergency program is provided below and a detailed description of the

proposed PDCP is provided in Chapter 4.

1.1 LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY ACTIONS RELATED TO THE
EMERGENCY PROGRAM

Pierce's disease is a bacterial infection that kills grapevines. It has existed in California for over

100 years. The introduction of the glassy-winged sharpshooter (a non-native insect in the

leathopper family) into California in the late 1980s has resulted in an increase in the incidence and

severity of Pierce's disease in California, particularly southern California (Appendix B). The

glassy-winged sharpshooter is prolific, disperses rapidly, and carries the bacteria from vine to vine,

resulting in a substantial increase in Pierce’s disease in vineyards.
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A significant loss of grapevines from Pierce’s disease transmitted by this insect has occurred in the
Temecula Valley (Riverside County). It has been estimated by the Temecula Valley Winegrowers
Association that 840 acres of vineyard were lost due to Pierce’s disease during 1998 through 2000,
which represents 30% of the total vineyard acreage in Temecula (TVWA, 2001). In California,
grape production is a $3.4 billion industry and the wine grape industry alone contributes $33.7
billion to the California economy (CDFA, 2001b). In addition to grapes (955,000 acres), other
crops such as almonds (595,000 acres), citrus (273,000 acres), peaches (67,800 acres), nectarines
(33,000 acres), pears (19,300 acres), alfalfa (1,010,000 acres), and ornamentals are vulnerable to
various strains of the bacteria (CDFA, 2001b and USDA, 2001).

The magnitude of the threat facing California from Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter first came to light in Riverside County. In August 1999, because of damage being
suffered in Temecula, the County of Riverside declared a local emergency. In response, CDFA
quickly developed an action plan and appointed an ad-hoc group, the Glassy-winged
Sharpshooter/Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force, to determine research priorities and help
develop long-term strategies to combat the emerging threat. In October 1999, the University of
California Pierce’s Disease Research and Emergency Response Task Force was formed to mobilize
UC expertise towards helping growers combat Pierce’s disease of grapevines. In November 1999,
the Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force and some of its subcommittees were established to
review research proposals, make funding recommendations, and develop management and control
plans. On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency Pierce’s disease control
provisions (Senate Bill 671, Statutes of 2000) that outline specific requirements for county
agencies, and authorized the Secretary of CDFA to adopt program regulations. In this legislation,
codified in Sections 6045-6047 of the Food and Agricultural Code, the Legislature found and
declared that Pierce’s disease and its vectors present a clear and present danger to the state’s grape

industry, other agricultural commodities, and plant life.

On July 7, 2000 a federal declaration of emergency was published in the Federal Register. This
was in response to a request from Governor Gray Davis that the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) declare a state of emergency under federal law. The effective date of the
declaration was June 23, 2000 (65 Federal Register 41930, July 7, 2000).

On July 25, 2000, CDFA, pursuant to legislative mandates, adopted emergency regulations for
movement of nursery stock and bulk grapes (CCR, Title 3, Sections 3650-3660). On November §,
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2000, CDFA adopted emergency regulations for bulk citrus movement. Both sets of emergency
regulations have been re-adopted one or more times. The emergency regulations may be re-
adopted as long as the emergency remains. The regulations implement a statewide response

program to arrest the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

1.2 FOCUS OF THIS EIR

As Lead Agency, CDFA has prepared this Draft EIR to determine if there are potential adverse
environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed PDCP.
This EIR has been prepared in accordance with, and in fulfillment of, the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21177), and the State CEQA
Guidelines (CCR Title 14, Sections 15000-15387). CDFA is the Lead Agency for the Program and
for the CEQA review. The Real Estate Services Division of the California Department of General
Services is assisting CDFA in the performance of CEQA review of the proposed PDCP.

This is a programmatic EIR for the statewide effort to control Pierce’s disease and the glassy-
winged sharpshooter. This EIR is designed to inform CDFA, county agricultural commissioners,
responsible agencies, and the public of any potential significant environmental impacts of the
proposed program. In addition, as mandated by state law, the document provides information on
any significant impacts that cannot be avoided; growth-inducing impacts; effects found not to be
significant; and significant cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects or actions. CDFA, as Lead Agency, has authority over whether to approve the proposed
PDCP and thus continue the statewide efforts to control Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. The EIR is intended to cover implementation of the proposed PDCP by state and

local jurisdictions.

The focus of this Draft EIR was established by CDFA after considering comments from
government agencies and the public regarding the proposed program. CDFA circulated a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) on March 16, 2001. The NOP was circulated a second time on May 17, 2001 to
ensure all County Clerks in California received a copy of the notice. In addition, four community
scoping sessions on the program were held in April 2001 in Napa, San Luis Obispo, Riverside, and
Visalia to inform the public of the proposed project, solicit comments, and identify areas of
concern. Transcripts of the public scoping sessions and written comments are available from

CDFA upon request. All of the comments gathered during the scoping period were considered in
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the development of this EIR. Comments that raised significant environmental impact issues are

addressed in the EIR.

After considering the issues raised in the scoping period, and the potential for adverse

environmental effects of the proposed program, this EIR focuses on the following topics:

e Agriculture and Land Use
e Hazards
e  Water Quality

e Biological Resources

1.3 EFFECTS NOT GIVEN IN-DEPTH EVALUATION IN THIS EIR

Based upon CDFA’s analysis and through the scoping efforts described above, it was determined
that the PDCP would not have the potential to create significant effects in several environmental
resource areas, so these topics are not considered further in this environmental analysis. Consistent
with the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, the following sections describe
why it was determined that significant environmental effects are not anticipated to occur in the
resource areas of aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, hydrology, mineral

resources, noise, public services, traffic, utilities, and service systems.

1.3.1 AESTHETICS

In general, implementation of most components of the PDCP would not require the construction of
visible facilities. Only two proposed activities could result in a change to the visual environment:
construction of screens around a few nurseries for research purposes and possible construction of

greenhouses or other facilities for a biological control program.

Shipment of nursery stock is a means for glassy-winged sharpshooters to move to uninfested areas.
CDFA initiated a pilot program in fall 2001 to research the effectiveness of constructing screens
around nurseries to protect nursery stock from infestation by the glassy-winged sharpshooter. It is
likely that this research would continue under the proposed PDCP. CDFA would share the results
of the program with nursery owners and growers, who, if it is proven effective, may choose to use
screens as a control method. The screens could be between 15 and 25 feet high and would be made

of a mesh material similar to shade cloth. This research program would involve at most only a few
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nurseries. The trial nurseries would be chosen such that the screens would not result in significant

impacts to visual resources.

If new greenhouse or other facilities were required for the biological control program, they would
most likely be developed on lands that are currently being used for agricultural purposes or a
similar compatible use. Because these facilities would be modest in size, and would be similar to
other facilities in the surrounding area (e.g., greenhouses would be constructed in areas where other
greenhouses are located), these facilities are not anticipated to be discernible from the surrounding
land uses, and would not create a substantial change in visual character. Further, additional
environmental review of these facilities would occur when they are proposed for development, as

required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

1.3.2 AIR QUALITY

In general, the proposed PDCP would not result in activities that would generate dust or other

construction-generated air emissions. An exception could be the construction of new greenhouse
or laboratory facilities. These facilities would be limited in size and the duration of construction
would be relatively short. For these reasons, significant construction-related emissions would not

occur.

Automobile-related emissions would not increase with implementation of the PDCP. Although a
few automobile trips may be required to transport workers, materials, and equipment required to
implement the PDCP (e.g., required for the posting of notifications, inspection of nursery stock and
other crops, or meeting with residents or neighborhoods), these trips would not cause substantial
increase in air pollution in the air basins where they would occur. These trips would result in fewer
than 2,000 vehicle trips per day' statewide, which is minor when considering generation of vehicle

emissions across the state.

Chapter 5.2 of this Draft EIR addresses the potential effects of hazardous air emissions related to

the use of pesticides in the PDCP.

!'2,000 vehicle trips per day is the threshold used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District in recommending a

detailed air quality analysis be conducted for a project.
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1.3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES

In general, the program would not result in ground disturbance or the disturbance of the physical
environment in ways that may disturb archeological or historic resources. As an exception, the
construction of new greenhouses or laboratories for a biological control program could result in
minor ground disturbance. Most likely, existing facilities would be used. Because the exact
location of these facilities is not known, it is not possible to provide a site-specific evaluation.
However, given that greenhouse and laboratory facilities would likely be constructed in areas that
have already been disturbed, no significant impacts to cultural resources are anticipated.
Additional environmental review of these facilities would occur when they are proposed for

development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

In the event that human remains are encountered as a result of any activity related to the PDCP, the
applicable county coroner would be contacted and appropriate measures implemented. These
actions would be consistent with State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, which prohibits

unauthorized disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any location.

1.34 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The proposed PDCP would not result in ground disturbance or the disturbance of the physical
environment in ways that would result in significant geologic or soil impacts. The only activities
that could result in physical development would be the construction of new greenhouse or
laboratory facilities for the biological control element of the proposed program. Because these
facilities would be constructed in areas that are generally flat and free of substantial geologic
hazards (e.g., landslides or ground failure), no significant impacts are anticipated. Further, all new
facilities would be required to comply with the applicable requirements of the Uniform Building
Code or the California Building Code. Thus, no significant geologic or soil impacts are

anticipated.

1.3.5 HYDROLOGY (EXCLUDING WATER QUALITY)

The proposed PDCP would not result in a discernible increase in the use of water. In addition,
because the proposed program would not result in substantial development of new facilities (i.e.,
there would not be a substantial increase in impervious surfaces), it would not result in additional
storm drainage flows, or substantially alter drainage patterns. Although significant hydrological

impacts are not anticipated, additional environmental review of greenhouse and laboratory facilities
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for the biological control element of the proposed PDCP would occur if these facilities were
proposed for construction, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA

Guidelines.

Chapter 5.3 addresses the potential water quality impacts of the proposed PDCP.

1.3.6 MINERAL RESOURCES

The program would not substantially alter subsurface resources, nor result in substantial ground-

disturbance. Thus, it would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource.

1.3.7 NOISE

The activities that are suggested by the proposed PDCP (i.e., research, notification activities,
application of pesticides, biological control release, etc.) would not result in an increase in ambient
noise levels. These activities are not substantial noise generators. To meet program requirements,
growers may treat commercial cropland areas by aerial application if this is an allowable practice
for the area. However, because this is a common practice for agricultural areas, an increase in

ambient noise levels would not occur.

1.3.8 PUBLIC SERVICES

Because the program would not result in new development or substantial demand for new public
services, new service facilities would not be needed. Thus, no environmental impacts would occur

as a result of the construction of new facilities.

1.3.9 TRAFFIC

Although a few automobile trips may be required to transport workers, materials, and equipment
required to implement the PDCP (e.g., required for the posting of notifications, inspection of
nursery stock and other crops, or meeting with residents or growers), these trips would not cause
traffic congestion. These additional trips would not be substantial in relation to existing traffic

volumes.
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1.3.10 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Because the program would not result in new development creating an additional population or
substantial demand for new utilities and service systems, new service facilities would not need to
be constructed. Thus, no environmental impacts would occur as a result of the construction of new

facilities.

1.4 REPORT ORGANIZATION

This Draft EIR is organized into the following chapters:

Chapter 1: Introduction provides an introduction to the PDCP and an overview describing the

focus of this EIR and the environmental review process.

Chapter 2: Summary summarizes the potential environmental effects that could result from
implementation of the proposed PDCP. This chapter also identifies areas of controversy

and issues to be resolved.

Chapter 3: Environmental Setting describes the existing environmental setting for the program.

Chapter 4: Program Description describes the components of the proposed PDCP, the agencies
that are expected to use the EIR in their decision-making, and permits and other approvals

required to implement the program.

Chapter 5: Environmental Analysis provides an analysis of the potential environmental impacts
of the PDCP. Chapter 5 is divided into 4 sub-chapters: Agriculture and Land Use,

Hazards, Water Quality, and Biological Resources.

Chapter 6: Other Environmental Issues includes other analyses required by CEQA, including

Irreversible Environmental Changes and Growth Inducing Impacts.

Chapter 7: Cumulative Impacts provides a summary of the proposed PDCP’s incremental effect

when added to other related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects.
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Chapter 8: Alternatives considers a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed program and
the comparative environmental implications of the alternatives. This chapter includes an

analysis of the No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA.

Chapter 9: Non-Environmental Issues Raised by the Public addresses issues raised by the
public that are not considered environmental issues within the purview of CEQA, and thus

not evaluated in Chapter 5.

Chapter 10: Glossary provides definitions of unfamiliar terms used in the EIR.

Chapter 11: List of Abbreviations Used in the EIR identifies the full name or phrase represented
by abbreviations used in the EIR.

Chapter 12: References identifies the organizations and persons consulted and references used for

this Draft EIR.

Chapter 13: Preparers of this Report identifies the preparers of this Draft EIR.

1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort has been made during the
preparation of this EIR to contact and consult with affected agencies, organizations, and persons
who may have an interest in this program. This included the circulation of a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) on March 16, 2001, which began a 30-day comment period. The purpose of the NOP was
to inform agencies and the general public that an EIR was being prepared for the PDCP, and to
invite specific comments on the scope and content of the EIR. Four scoping meetings were held in
April 2001 in Napa, San Luis Obispo, Riverside and Visalia. The NOP was re-issued on May 17,

2001 to ensure all County Clerks in California received a copy of the notice.

CDFA has filed a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse indicating that this Draft EIR has been completed and is available
for review and comment by the public. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR has been
published concurrently with distribution of this document. A 45-day review period (from the date

of the Notice of Availability) is provided for the public and other agencies to review and comment
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on the Draft EIR. Public hearings on the Draft EIR will be held during the public review period.
The dates, times, and locations of the public hearings will be posted on CDFA’s glassy-winged

sharpshooter/Pierce’s disease information web page at: http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/pdcp/ and

notices will be printed in major newspapers.

Reviewers of this Draft EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the PDCP. Comments may be made on the Draft
EIR before the end of the comment period, either in writing or orally during the public hearings.
Following the close of the public review period, CDFA will prepare responses to comments on the
content and conclusions of the Draft EIR and revise the Draft document as necessary to address
those comments. The Draft EIR and technical appendices, revised if necessary, together with the

responses to the comments, will constitute the Final EIR.

Written comments on the Draft EIR should be sent to:

Ms. Susan Stratton, Ph.D.
Real Estate Services Division
Department of General Services
State of California
P.O. Box 989052
West Sacramento, CA 95798-9052
phone (916) 376-1610
fax (916) 376-1606

CDFA will review the Final EIR for adequacy and consider it for certification pursuant to the
requirements of Section 15090 of the State CEQA Guidelines. If CDFA certifies the Final EIR and
decides to approve the program, a Notice of Determination (NOD) will be prepared and filed with
the State Clearinghouse. The NOD will include a description of the project, the date of approval,

and the address where the Final EIR and record of program approval are available for review.

If the Pierce’s Disease Control Program EIR is certified and the program is approved, county

PDCP workplans would be examined in light of the program EIR to determine if these plans are
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consistent with the EIR. CDFA must approve county workplans prior to allocating state funding
for the local program. County PDCP workplans would be examined in light of the program EIR to
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared (State CEQA
Guidelines 15168 (c¢)). If the county finds that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no
new significant effects would occur, no previously identified significant effects are substantially
more severe, or no new mitigation measures would be required that would reduce significant
effects, the county can adopt the workplan as being within the scope of the program covered by the
program EIR and no new environmental document would be required. If variations in a county's
workplan or changes in circumstances would result in any of these consequences, the county
requesting the variations would be required to prepare appropriate environmental documentation
prior to receiving state funding. In addition, supplemental environmental review would be required
if substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the program is
undertaken, if these changes could result in new significant environmental effects, as required by

Section 15162 (a)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
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20 SUMMARY

This section presents a summary of the environmental review and analysis of the proposed Pierce's
Disease Control Program (PDCP), as described in Chapter 5 of this Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). A summary of the potential environmental impacts identified in the body of this
report is found at the end of this section. The Summary is organized by the topical sections of the
report. Detailed discussions are found within each of the applicable sections contained in

Chapter 5.

2.1 PROGRAM UNDER REVIEW

This EIR has been prepared to assess the potential environmental effects of the proposed PDCP,
which is a coordinated statewide program to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce's disease and
the glassy-winged sharpshooter, a non-native insect capable of spreading Pierce's disease to new

areas of California.

Pierce’s disease is caused by a strain of the bacterium Xylella fastidiosa that kills grapevines by
clogging their water-conducting vessels (xylem). Several strains of this bacterium exist, attacking
and causing damage to different host plants including grapes, citrus, stone fruits, almonds, alfalfa,
oleander, and certain shade trees (including oaks, elms, maples and sycamore). There is no known
cure for the disease. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is an aggressive non-native insect that feeds
on the xylem fluid of over 700 plant species and has the ability to spread the bacterium that causes
Pierce’s disease. Because the glassy-winged sharpshooter is prolific, disperses rapidly, and
transmits the bacteria from grapevine-to-grapevine, it has the ability to substantially increase the
incidence of Pierce's disease in California. The proposed program intends to contain the spread of
the glassy-winged sharpshooter and the disease until researchers can find a solution to Pierce’s

disease.

On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency provisions for addressing Pierce’s
disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter (Senate Bill 671, Statutes of 2000, Sections 6045-6047
of the Food and Agricultural Code). These provisions outline specific requirements for county
agency Pierce’s disease workplans, and authorize the Secretary of CDFA to adopt program
regulations to control Pierce's disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The proposed program
evaluated in this EIR would continue the activities of the current emergency program and

regulations. CDFA is the agency responsible for developing a statewide comprehensive control
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program and is the Lead Agency for this EIR. The agricultural commissioner, or other agency
designated by the Board of Supervisors of each county, would have the responsibility for local

implementation of the program, with coordination by CDFA.

The program has five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey, contain the spread, local
management and rapid response, and research. Please see Chapter 4 for a detailed description of

the proposed program.

2.2 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
CDFA issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR on March 16, 2001. Four community

scoping sessions on the program were held in April 2001 in the cities of Napa, San Luis Obispo,
Riverside, and Visalia to inform the public of the proposed project, solicit comments, and identify
areas of concern. Transcripts from these meetings and comment letters received during the scoping
period are available from CDFA upon request. The NOP was re-issued on May 17, 2001 to ensure
all County Clerks in California received a copy of the notice. Key issues that were raised during

the scoping process are listed below.

e The public raised concerns about whether the effects of Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged

sharpshooter were severe enough to warrant a statewide control program.

e General concerns were raised by the public about the use of pesticides, including the effects of
pesticides on human health. Specifically, commentors were concerned that pesticides could
have negative effects on specific populations of concern, such as children, the elderly, and
people with illnesses. In addition, commentors were concerned about the effects of pesticides
on biological resources and water quality. Concern about the effects of pesticides on organic
farms, integrated pest management programs, commercial bee colonies, and other land uses

were also noted.

e It was questioned whether the use of pesticides in non-agricultural areas was necessary for

effective control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

e Concerns were raised about the effects of the release of non-native natural enemies (such as

predatory/parasitic insects) on biological resources.

e The public raised concerns that non-pesticide alternative methods for controlling Pierce’s

disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter were not evaluated for use in the program.
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All of the comments gathered during the scoping period were considered in the development of this
EIR, to the extent that they raised environmental concerns and to the extent that they related to the

proposed PDCP, and were addressed as appropriate.

23 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) requires an EIR to “describe any significant impacts,
including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance.” Chapter 5 of
this EIR provides a description of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed PDCP. All

potential environmental impacts of the proposed PDCP would be less than significant.

24 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROGRAM

CEQA requires the Lead Agency to consider a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
program that meet the program's basic objectives, while avoiding or reducing significant impacts.

The following alternatives are considered in Chapter 8 of this EIR:

e The No Project Alternative;

e Alternative A: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged

sharpshooter but do not take any action against glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations;

e Alternative B: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and abate new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations on agricultural lands,

using the most effective treatments available; and

e Alternative C: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and abate all infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooter outside of the generally

infested areas, but do not use conventional pesticides in non-agricultural areas.

The alternatives evaluate different combinations of program elements and control methods.
Chapter 8 also evaluates alternative control methods for their effectiveness in containing the spread
of Pierce's disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter, which is a basic program objective. In
addition, Chapter 8 describes two alternatives that were considered but withdrawn from further
analysis, because it was determined that they were either infeasible or would not avoid or lessen the

potential environmental impacts of the proposed PDCP.
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2.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant effect on the environment means “a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the
area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and

objects of historic or aesthetic significance” (Section 15382).

The potential for PDCP activities to result in adverse environmental impacts is described in
Chapter 5 of this EIR. With the implementation of the additional safeguards provided within the
PDCP, all of the potential environmental impacts would be less than significant. For this reason,
no additional mitigation measures are recommended in this EIR. Table 2-1 provides a summary of
potential environmental impacts evaluated in this EIR and the safeguards in the PDCP that mitigate
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Potential impacts are numbered in accordance with the

environmental topic to which they pertain and in the order they appear within each EIR section.
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TABLE 2-1: SUMMARY

Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Land Use
Impact LU-1: In general, the PDCP would not result in physical Mitigation Measure LU-1: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
alterations to the landscape. Although the PDCP may require additional | than-significant impact (LTS). Additional environmental review of
greenhouses or other facilities, development of these types of facilities new facilities would occur when they are proposed for
would be limited in size and located in existing research or agricultural development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the
areas. Thus, no physical division of a community would occur. State CEQA Guidelines.
Consequently, there would be no significant effect.
Impact LU-2: The PDCP includes restrictions on the movement of goods | Mitigation Measure LU-2: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
and vehicles. These restrictions could cause an inconvenience to than-significant impact.
producers, shippers, and receivers. Although the agricultural community
could experience economic effects from shipment delays, these delays
would benefit the overall economic health of the agricultural community
by controlling Pierce's disease. Further, the inconveniences and
economic effects related to the restrictions included in the PDCP would
not result in physical changes to the environment, so no environmental
impact would occur.
Impact LU-3: Under the rapid response component of the PDCP, non- Mitigation Measure LU-3: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

agricultural areas could be treated with pesticides by ground crews.
Residents and other site occupants would be notified prior to application
of pesticides, and would be advised to avoid treated areas until re-entry
conditions are met (typically approximately two hours). Providing
ground crew access and avoiding treated areas could temporarily disrupt
use of the treatment sites, which would cause an inconvenience to
residents and occupants. However, this temporary inconvenience would
not result in a significant effect to the physical environment, as defined
by CEQA. (For a discussion of the potential for hazards related to
pesticide use, please refer to Chapter 5.2.)

than-significant impact.
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Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Impact LU-4: The proposed PDCP could result in temporary loss of some | Mitigation Measure LU-4: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
wild and hobby-kept bees. County agricultural commissioners would than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards to
notify registered beekeepers within the treatment boundaries about minimize the effect to bees include notification of registered
program activities and hobbyist beekeepers would be notified of program | beekeepers about program activities in their area prior to treatment.
activities through the general community notification process. Although | With this notification, beekeepers could take whatever action they
measures are available to beekeepers to protect their bees, some loss deem prudent to protect their beehives. In addition, pesticide label
could occur. However, loss of individual bees does not necessarily result | instructions often prohibit application of the pesticide or allowing it
in the loss of the bee colony. Such losses would not decrease bee to drift to blooming plants and weeds if bees are visiting the
populations below self-sustaining levels, because pesticide applications treatment area.
are limited to infestation areas and untreated areas would be accessible to
the colony. Thus, impacts to bee colonies resulting from the PDCP are
considered less than significant. For further discussion, refer to chapter
5.4.
Impact LU-5: The PDCP could result in a loss of some beneficial insect Mitigation Measure LU-5: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
species that are a part of pest management programs. Such a loss could than-significant impact.
result in a disruption of normal agricultural operations. As a result, pest
management programs may need to be adjusted where pesticide control
of the glassy-winged sharpshooter is required. This disruption could
result in an inconvenience and economic effects to growers; however, no
significant environmental impacts are anticipated from the operational
shift. (For a discussion of the potential for hazards related to pesticide
use, please refer to Chapter 5.2.)
Impact LU-6: The PDCP may require the construction of additional Mitigation Measure LU-6: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

greenhouses or other facilities. Where possible, existing facilities would
be used. However, new facilities could be developed if existing facilities
are not available. These facilities are anticipated to be located within
existing agricultural areas or research facility sites. Thus, no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated with the development of potential
new greenhouses and laboratory facilities.

than-significant impact. Additional environmental review of new
facilities would occur when they are proposed for development, as
required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA
Guidelines.
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Impact

Mitigation Measures / Safeguards

Significance

Impact LU-7: PDCP-related applications of pesticides could lead to
temporary withdrawal of organic certifications for growers. Although
this effect could be economically adverse to growers who wish to market
organic products, it is not considered an impact to the physical
environment under CEQA. Organic farms could be temporarily
converted to non-organic farms; however, this conversion would not
result in a conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural use. This
impact is less than significant according to CEQA.

Mitigation Measure LU-7: No mitigation is required for this less-
than-significant impact.

LTS

Impact LU-8: The PDCP would not directly affect the potential
conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural use. Rather, the
PDCP would benefit the agricultural industry by supporting the economic
viability of the state’s grape industry and perhaps other commodity
groups. As a result, the program could prevent the indirect conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use. No significant environmental effect is
associated with this issue.

Mitigation Measure LU-8: No mitigation is required.

LTS

Hazards

Impact Haz-1: As a result of pesticide application for the PDCP, people
in non-agricultural areas could potentially come into contact with
residues through skin contact, inhalation, or through ingestion of treated
materials. The U.S. EPA and California Department of Pesticide
Regulation (CDPR) consider the potential exposure of people to residues
of a pesticide when evaluating it for registration, and to determine any
restrictions necessary to ensure that it can be used safely. Any pesticide
employed in the PDCP is required to be registered and applied only in a
manner consistent with its restrictions. The potential for spray drift from
pesticides applied by ground personnel is monitored and limited by
professional applicators. Pesticide application is also monitored by
county agricultural commissioners and CDPR. The registration program,
use restrictions, and monitoring would ensure that pesticides are applied
with a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health or the
environment. Therefore, this is a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Haz-1: No mitigation is required for this less-
than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards to minimize
potential hazards include professional application of registered
pesticides and monitoring of pesticide applications by CDPR to
verify proper application rates and provide information about
pesticide residues in the surrounding environment. The data from
environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that
applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous
results would be evaluated to determine if application methods
needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that
treatments be modified accordingly.

LTS
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Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Impact Haz-2: As a result of the PDCP, some growers and nursery Mitigation Measure Haz-2: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
owners may be required to treat their crops with pesticides to control the | than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards to minimize
glassy-winged sharpshooter. Growers may choose to use aerial potential hazards include professional application of registered
application over commercial cropland areas where allowed. Agricultural | pesticides. California law requires that pilots receive training and
and nursery workers have a potential for exposure to pesticides. The U.S. | have a pest control aircraft pilot’s certificate from CDPR. In
EPA and CDPR consider the potential exposure of people to residues addition, specific worker health and safety regulations require
when a pesticide is proposed for registration, and to determine any notification of pesticide applications and training for field workers.
application restrictions necessary to ensure that it can be used safely.
Pesticide use restrictions are imposed to ensure that agricultural and
nursery workers are not exposed to pesticide residues before it is safe.
Because of use restrictions and monitoring, pesticide application in
agricultural areas would occur with a reasonable certainty of no harm to
human health. Therefore, this is a less-than-significant impact.
Impact Haz-3: Fragile populations, i.e., individuals who are susceptible to | Mitigation Measure Haz-3: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

health complications, because of health or developmental status (e.g.,
acutely ill, very young or old, or pregnant individuals), may be present in
certain locations, such as parks, recreation areas, sports arenas, hospitals,
nursing homes, adult care centers, day care centers, and schools. When
evaluating a proposed pesticide, CDPR adds an additional uncertainty
factor to compensate for inherent uncertainties in the process. The
uncertainty factor takes into account the variability in susceptibility
within populations. In addition, the PDCP includes measures to ensure
that schools, day care centers, and similar places would be given special
consideration in scheduling pesticide treatments, which would further
limit the potential for pesticide exposure. With these measures, the
potential for health hazards to fragile populations would be less than
significant.

than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards to reduce
potential health impacts to fragile populations include notification
of schools, day care centers, rest homes, and hospitals that are
nearby any proposed treatment operations prior to treatment.
Special scheduling would be arranged, if necessary. Pesticide
treatments on school grounds and busy public areas would be
scheduled for off-time hours when feasible. CDPR would conduct
monitoring to verify proper application rates. The data from
environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that
applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous
results would be evaluated to determine if application methods
needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that
treatments be modified accordingly.
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Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Impact Haz-4: Pesticide applicators and agricultural workers have the Mitigation Measure Haz-4: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
greatest potential for exposure to pesticides. PDCP pesticide applications | than-significant impact. California worker health and safety
would be made by licensed pesticide applicators. All licensed applicators | regulations specify safe work practices for employees who handle
are certified through the Licensing and Certification Program pesticides or work in treated areas. The regulations require
administered by CDPR. Pesticide applicators receive annual training that | certification and training for pesticide applicators, notification of
includes routine and emergency decontamination procedures, safety pesticide applications, and training for field workers. CDPR and
procedures and requirements for handling pesticide materials, and county agricultural commissioners enforce worker safety
emergency first aid measures. Pesticide use restrictions are in place to regulations.
ensure that agricultural field workers are not exposed to pesticide
residues before it is safe. Compliance with these restrictions by the
PDCP would avoid significant hazards to the health and safety of
workers.
Impact Haz-5: Because the effects of pesticides are related to dose, Mitigation Measure Haz-5: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

potential impacts to human health could occur with accidental spills and
improper use and disposal of pesticides. Licensed pesticide applicators
receive training on routine and emergency decontamination procedures,
safety requirements for handling pesticides, and emergency first aid.
While it is possible that an accident could occur with implementation of
the PDCP, the program would not result in an increase in accident risk.
PDCP safeguards and annual training of licensed pesticide applicators
would ensure that these risks would be less than significant.

than-significant impact. Pesticide labels provide instructions for
proper handling, storage, and disposal of pesticides. Licensed
pesticide applicators receive training on routine and emergency
decontamination procedures, safety requirements for handling
pesticides, and emergency first aid procedures. Moreover, local
jurisdictions maintain emergency action and preparedness plans in
case of an accidental spill.
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Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Water Quality
Impact WQ-1: The active ingredients of the pesticides to be used for the Mitigation Measure WQ-1: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter can reach surface water after than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards that
rainfall or as a result of spray drift. Applying pesticides consistent with mitigate potential impacts to water quality include using licensed
label requirements would reduce potential water quality impacts. pesticide applicators with oversight by county agricultural
Pesticide application requirements vary; however, they do not allow commissioners, and monitoring by CDPR to ensure proper
direct application to water if there are potentially significant water quality | application of the materials. All pesticide label requirements,
impacts associated with surface water applications. In addition, pesticide | including those specifically intended to avoid impacts to water
labels also require precautions be taken against contaminating water as a | quality, would be followed. CDPR would sample surface water
result of equipment use and cleaning. When a pesticide is evaluated for before and after PDCP pesticide treatments in non-agricultural
registration, the U.S. EPA and CDPR consider how it breaks down in areas. The data from environmental monitoring would be reviewed
water environments. Application restrictions are developed based on to ensure that applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels.
these data. For these reasons, the potential for adverse water quality Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if application
impacts related to non-agricultural pesticide treatment is considered less methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require
than significant. that treatments be modified accordingly.
Impact WQ-2: Aerial pesticide spraying may be used in agricultural areas | Mitigation Measure WQ-2: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

to implement the PDCP. Like treatments by the county in non-
agricultural areas, pesticide application would be by licensed pesticide
applicators according to product label directions. Pesticide label
requirements specifically prohibit applicators from allowing application
or drift over water bodies. In addition, pesticide labels require
precautions be taken against contaminating water as a result of equipment
use and cleaning. Because applicators are required to follow all pesticide
label requirements to avoid adverse impacts to surface waters from direct
application or runoff, the potential for adverse impacts to water quality is
not considered significant.

than-significant impact. Licensed pesticide applicators would
follow pesticide label requirements, including those to avoid
adverse impacts to water quality.
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Impact Mitigation Measures / Safeguards Significance
Impact WQ-3: The active ingredients of some pesticides could reach Mitigation Measure WQ-3: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS
ground water by infiltration from treated ground surfaces (see Appendix than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards that
P). Label requirements on pesticides containing active ingredients with minimize effects on ground water include using licensed pesticide
these attributes include measures to avoid adverse impacts to ground applicators with oversight by county agricultural commissioners.
water. During PDCP pesticide treatment, licensed pesticide applicators All pesticide label requirements, including those specifically for
would follow all pesticide label requirements. Thus, the potential for avoiding adverse impacts to ground water, would be followed.
impacts to ground water are considered less than significant. These use modifications are designed to prevent pesticides from
reaching ground water at concentrations that would be considered
pollution (CalEPA, 1997).
Biological Resources
Impact Bio-1: The PDCP includes pesticide treatments in non- Mitigation Measure Bio-1: No mitigation is required for this less- LTS

agricultural areas. Treatments in non-agricultural areas could result in
the loss of some non-target invertebrates with temporary effects in
treatment areas. Pesticide treatments would not substantially affect any
vertebrate species. The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential
effects of a pesticide on fish and wildlife when evaluating a pesticide
proposed for registration and to determine any use restrictions necessary
to ensure that it will not cause unreasonable risks to the environment. As
an additional safeguard, existing Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs)
and established communication procedures with CDFG, USFWS, and
NMFS would ensure that take or other significant impacts to special-
status species and sensitive habitats would be avoided. This potential
impact is considered less than significant.

than-significant impact. Additional program safeguards to
minimize potential hazards include professional application of
registered pesticides and monitoring by CDPR to verify proper
application rates and coverage. CDPR monitoring provides
information about pesticide residues in the surrounding
environment after treatment. The data from environmental
monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that applications do not
lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be
evaluated to determine if application methods needed to be
adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be
modified accordingly. As an additional safeguard, CDFA would
notify USFWS, CDFG, and NMFS, when appropriate, of program
activities. CDFA will work with these resource agencies to avoid
“take” of threatened and endangered species and to minimize
adverse environmental impacts to species of concern.
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Impact

Mitigation Measures / Safeguards

Significance

Impact Bio-2: Pesticide treatments associated with the PDCP would
occur in agricultural areas and nurseries. Some agricultural areas provide
important habitat for vertebrate wildlife species, including some special-
status species. Nurseries are not considered important wildlife habitat.
The PDCP is not expected to significantly affect any vertebrate wildlife
species because the pesticides used must be in compliance with federal
and state laws and regulations, and most of the pesticides approved for
use are already used routinely in agricultural areas and nurseries in
California. This impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measure Bio-2: No mitigation is required for this less-
than-significant impact.

LTS

Impact Bio-3: The use of pesticides in the proposed PDCP would pose
risks to non-target insects. Although the PDCP would result in the
mortality of some beneficial, non-target insect populations, the impacts
would be temporary and limited to the application site. Populations of
affected insects would recover through recolonization after treatments;
therefore, the temporary loss of non-target insects is considered to be a
less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Bio-3: No mitigation is required for this less-
than-significant impact.

LTS

Impact Bio-4: Treatment procedures for the PDCP include the removal of
vegetation that serves as a potential host for the glassy-winged
sharpshooter or as a source of inoculum for the Pierce’s disease
bacterium. Vegetation removal would typically occur on unmaintained
cropland, roadside vegetation, and other areas near an infestation. The
PDCP does not allow the removal of any sensitive habitats or special-
status plants. Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Bio-4: As a safeguard, implementation of the
PDCP would not include the removal of sensitive habitats or
special-status plants. No mitigation is required for this less-than-
significant impact.

LTS
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Impact

Mitigation Measures / Safeguards

Significance

Impact Bio-5: Non-native natural enemies of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter could be released under the biological control aspect of the
PDCP. Prior to the importation and release of natural enemies, CDFA
evaluates them for the potential to cause adverse impacts in the state.
Natural enemies would be released only after evaluation determined that
the release would meet the CDFA criteria regarding reasonable avoidance
of harm to beneficial, non-target organisms and the environment.
Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation Measure Bio-5: CDFA would evaluate foreign
biological control agents prior to importation and release in
California. An important phase in assessing the suitability of a new
biological control agent is determining whether it could attack non-
pest organisms, such as native insects, or cause harm to the
environment. With these program safeguards, the potential for
adverse environmental impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

LTS
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CHAPTER 2: SUMMARY

PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The environmental setting for the Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP) includes all areas of
the state where Pierce’s disease and/or the glassy-winged sharpshooter could occur. This chapter
describes the history and symptoms of Pierce’s disease and identifies the plants susceptible to the
bacterium that causes the disease, the insect vectors that transmit the bacteria, and the host plants
for those vectors. An emphasis is placed on describing the glassy-winged sharpshooter and why
this non-native insect has the potential to greatly increase the incidence of Pierce’s disease in
California. A discussion of the physical environmental conditions and regulatory setting for each

resource topic analyzed in this EIR is provided in the appropriate section in Chapter 5.

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed PDCP could apply to all counties in California. Counties in which PDCP activities
could take place are counties identified as having host plants potentially susceptible to Pierce’s
disease, and all areas capable of supporting the glassy-winged sharpshooter, a non-native insect in
the leafhopper family that has the ability to spread the bacterium that causes Pierce’s disease at a

rapid rate.

Pierce’s disease has existed in California for over 100 years. There are three factors that must be
present for Pierce’s disease to occur: the strain of the bacterium, Xylella fastidiosa, that causes the
disease, susceptible grapevines, and insect carriers (vectors) that can move the bacteria from one
plant to another. Native vectors have spread the bacteria within a limited range within California,
resulting in Pierce’s disease “hot spots” around the state. Generally these hot spots are limited by
the range of the local vector. The arrival of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, a non-native pest, has
greatly increased the spread of the bacteria because of its greater range of flight, ability to build to
large populations, wide host range, and feeding habits. Although Pierce’s disease has been in
California for years, this new non-native pest is spreading the bacterium that causes the disease
much faster than native vectors of the disease. Presently, Pierce’s disease occurs most commonly
near riparian areas and ornamental plantings in coastal California and near weedy crop fields or
pastures in the San Joaquin Valley. It is spreading to grapes adjacent to citrus orchards or other

habitats where the glassy-winged sharpshooter has established permanent populations.

Counties in which Pierce’s disease has been reported are listed in Table 3-1. The list is based on

finding one or more locations within a county where grapevines are exhibiting the symptoms of
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Pierce’s disease, and the symptoms are associated with the presence in the plant of Xylella
fastidiosa. The strain of Xylella fastidiosa that causes Pierce’s disease may be present in other
counties, but if no infected, symptomatic grapevines have been found, Pierce’s disease would not
be reported from that county. The indication that Pierce’s disease is “present” in a county does not
indicate how extensive the distribution or damage from Pierce’s disease is in that county. For
example, in one county, the entire known infested area for Pierce’s disease is one backyard. A lack
of reports of Pierce’s disease in a county does not necessarily mean that the pathogen is not
present. Xylella fastidiosa can be present in numerous other plants and may be able to cause

Pierce’s disease if local conditions change.

TABLE 3-1: CALIFORNIA COUNTIES WHERE PIERCE’S DISEASE HAS BEEN REPORTED TO OCCUR

Alameda Napa Santa Barbara
Contra Costa Nevada Santa Clara
Fresno Orange Santa Cruz
Kern Riverside Solano

Kings Sacramento Sonoma

Los Angeles San Bernadino Tulare
Madera San Diego Ventura
Mendocino San Joaquin

Monterey San Luis Obispo

Source: Data collected by county agricultural commissioners and the University of California.
Compiled by CDFA 2001.

Agricultural inspectors throughout the state have performed surveys to identify existing glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestations and determine potential local control needs. Table 3-2 lists
counties which are generally infested with the glassy-winged sharpshooter, as well as counties with
limited infestations. Most of southern California is generally infested, with the exception of
Imperial County, which has only a small area of infestation. The determination that a county is
generally infested is made by the county agricultural commissioners, based on whether the glassy-
winged sharpshooter is widely distributed within the county and there is no geographic barrier to
prevent movement. Nine counties (Alpine, Del Norte, Inyo, Lassen, Modoc, Mono, Plumas,
Sierra, and Siskiyou) are deemed not at risk of becoming infested with glassy-winged sharpshooter
due to unsuitable environments. These areas are believed to not have suitable habitat to support the
glassy-winged sharpshooter. A more detailed discussion of Xylella fastidiosa, Pierce’s disease, and

the glassy-winged sharpshooter is provided in subsequent sections of this chapter.
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TABLE 3-2: COUNTIES INFESTED WITH THE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER

Counties Generally Infested Counties Partially Infested
Los Angeles Butte (5.6 square miles)
Orange Contra Costa (3.2 sq mi)
Riverside Fresno (56.5 sq mi)
San Bernardino Imperial *
San Diego Kern (3,941 sq mi)
Ventura Sacramento (8.4 sq mi)
Santa Barbara (293 sq mi)
Santa Clara *
Tulare (52.6 sq mi)

* The glassy-winged sharpshooter was recently discovered in these counties. The total area of
infestation has not yet been determined.

Source: Reported by county agricultural commissioners, collected/compiled by CDFA.

3.2 PIERCE’S DISEASE AND OTHER PLANT DISEASES CAUSED BY
THE BACTERIUM, XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA
Pierce’s disease is a serious bacterial disease that kills grapevines. It is caused by the bacterium
Xylella fastidiosa that, once introduced, resides in the water-conductive system (xylem) of plants.
The chief function of xylem tissue is to transport water and minerals from the soil to the plant
above-ground. In infected grapevines, the bacteria multiply and spread throughout the xylem,
blocking water movement in the plant. Thus, many symptoms of Pierce’s disease resemble water
stress. Although leaf scorch is the most common symptom, other symptoms include dwarfing,
wilting, and loss of chlorophyll (chlorosis) in leaves. There are a number of different host plants
for the various strains of Xylella fastidiosa. Some develop plant diseases with similar symptoms as
Pierce’s disease while others may show no visible disease symptoms. Other plant diseases caused
by Xylella fastidiosa are known, as described later in this section. Highly susceptible host plants,

such as grapes, frequently die within a year after becoming infected.

Pierce’s disease occurs in vineyards across the southern United States, from Florida through Texas
and into California. In the East, it extends up to Virginia. In the West, it has not been found north
of California. In general, the disease is rare and less severe in areas that are farther north or at
higher elevations. The geographical distribution of Pierce’s disease appears to be related to the
inability of the bacteria to survive low winter temperatures; however, the effect of low winter
temperatures on bacterial survival is not well understood. The strain of Xylella fastidiosa
responsible for Pierce’s disease in grapes is widely distributed in the southern United States and

extends southward through Mexico, Central America, and South America, where it has been
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reported in Venezuela and Chile. Reports have also been made of its occurrence in Europe.

Currently, there is no known cure for the disease.

A number of factors are required for Pierce’s disease to develop. In addition to needing the Xylella
fastidiosa bacteria, factors include susceptible grapevines, alternative host plants, favorable

environmental conditions, and vectors (xylem-feeding insects).

3.2.1 MODES OF TRANSMISSION OF XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA TO GRAPEVINES

Xylella fastidiosa multiplies in the xylem vessels of a host plant’s leaves, stems, and roots. It will
also multiply in the foregut of an insect vector, where large quantities of xylem fluid from plant
hosts pass through during feeding. The bacteria are not seed-borne in plants, nor are they

transmitted through the eggs of insect vectors.

To grow, Xylella fastidiosa must reach the xylem of a host plant or the foregut of an insect vector.
The bacterium lacks the enzymes needed to penetrate cell walls. Therefore, the bacteria must be
placed within the xylem to successfully colonize in a host plant. In nature, this is accomplished by
xylem-feeding insect vectors, such as sharpshooters (Cicadellidae) and spittlebugs (Cercopidae). A
description of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and other vectors of Xylella fastidiosa is provided in

Section 3.3.

The pattern and incidence of Pierce’s disease in a vineyard is related to which vector is infesting
the vines in that region. The location on the vine where the bacteria are introduced and the time of
year that infection occurs determine whether or not the bacteria will remain in the vine over the

winter and cause disease symptoms in the spring.

Winter pruning removes first-year infections from current season’s growth, especially infections
that occur late in the season. However, if there is sufficient time for the bacteria to move from the
area of infection to permanent parts of the vine before dormancy, then Xylella fastidiosa remains in
the vine after winter pruning. In a chronically infected vine, although spring symptoms of Pierce’s
disease may be present, the bacteria do not move up into the new season’s growth until May or
June. As a result, an uninfected sharpshooter feeding on succulent vine growth may not acquire

bacteria from these vines until the summer months.
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Transmission of Xylella fastidiosa can also be accomplished by grafting material from an infected
vine onto a healthy vine. As new xylem connections are established, the bacteria can invade.
Propagation from cuttings of an infected vine would also result in the new plant being infected.

However, infected dormant cuttings are normally short-lived.

Artificial inoculations can be accomplished by using a needle (or similar device) carrying the
bacteria, which is used to penetrate the xylem and deposit the bacteria in an environment suitable
for growth. Dr. Andrew Walker, University of California, Davis, has recently confirmed the
movement of Xylella fastidiosa on pruning shears used to clip succulent tissues on vines actively
growing in a greenhouse. The same pruning shear was used on infected vines and uninfected
vines. In time, the healthy plants developed symptoms of Pierce’s disease. However, there is no
evidence of movement of Xylella fastidiosa via pruning shears used to prune dormant vines. If this
were a viable means of transmission, significant numbers of vines would have been killed during
the last century in California, as infection via this route would have placed Xylella fastidiosa in
wood that was not likely to be removed during the next dormant season. In fact, vines infected via
natural vectors late in the growing season may have the infected wood removed during dormant

pruning, thereby “curing” the vine.

Available information indicates that Xylella fastidiosa is very exacting in its nutritional
requirements, so survival outside of host plant xylem or an insect vector would be very limited. No
evidence has been found that the bacteria would survive in the soil or in composted plant material,
due to competition from other microorganisms. The same would hold true for movement in
irrigation or rainwater. Although the bacteria might be carried in the water (should they somehow
be placed there) deposition of the bacteria on the surface of the plant would not result in infection.
Infected prunings left in the vineyard, once they have dried somewhat so they would no longer be
attractive to a vector, pose no risk of initiating new infections. Xylella fastidiosa remaining in the

prunings would gradually die as the wood dries and is attacked by other microorganisms.

3.2.2 GRAPEVINE SUSCEPTIBILITY

All grape varieties grown commercially in California (Vitis vinifera) are susceptible to Pierce’s
disease, but they vary in levels of tolerance (see Table 3-3). The bacteria spread more slowly in
some varieties than in others. In vineyards with a history of high incidence of Pierce’s disease,

even the most tolerant varieties have significant vine loss.
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Young vines are more susceptible than mature ones, probably because very little wood is pruned
from young vines. This causes more infected wood to be retained. It is also possible that the
bacteria can move faster through younger vines than through older vines. Both variety and age
determine how long a vine with Pierce’s disease can survive. One-year-old Chardonnay or Pinot
Noir vines can die the year they become infected. Ten-year-old Chenin Blanc or Ruby Cabernet

vines can live with chronic infections for several years, although they will not bear a full crop.

Rootstocks vary widely in susceptibility, however rootstocks do not impart resistance to vinifera
varieties grafted onto them. Grafting does not affect susceptibility of grapevines. In other words,
if a plant has a tolerant rootstock, but has been grafted to a susceptible vine variety, the plant will

not be resistant to Pierce’s disease.

TABLE 3-3: TOLERANCE LEVELS OF COMMERCIALLY GROWN CALIFORNIA
GRAPE VARIETIES TO PIERCE’S DISEASE

Most Susceptible Less Susceptible Least Susceptible (Most Tolerant)
Barbera Cabernet Sauvignon Chenin Blanc
Calmeria Crimson Seedless Ruby Cabernet
Chardonnay Flame Seedless Sylvaner
Emperor French Columbard Thompson Seedless
Fiesta Grey Riesling White Riesling
Mission Merlot Zinfandel
Pinot Noir Napa Gamay
Red Globe Petit Sirah

Ruby Seedless

Sauvignon Blanc

Source: Varela, et. al., 2001.

3.2.3 OTHER PLANT DISEASES CAUSED BY XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA

Pierce’s disease is not the only plant disease caused by Xylella fastidiosa. Several strains of Xylella
fastidiosa exist, attacking and causing damage to different host plants. The Xylella fastidiosa
bacteria have a wide host range, with various strains occurring naturally in over 65 species of
plants in a number of plant families (see Appendix B). Xylella fastidiosa infections may be
localized, or the bacteria may spread systemically throughout the plant. The role that each plant
species plays as a reservoir of the bacteria depends on how Xylella fastidiosa functions within the

plant and whether an insect vector feeds on it. Xylella fastidiosa acts differently in each plant
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species, depending on how rapidly the bacteria can multiply, how the bacteria move within the

xylem, and the maximum population density (Varela, et. al, 2001).

Not all infected plants show symptoms, even though bacteria can be readily recovered from the
plant and transmitted by vectors to other plants. Xylella fastidiosa may exist in one of two
conditions within a plant, depending on the plant species: 1) the bacterium may be present but
cause no visible disease symptoms (e.g. blackberry); or 2) it may severely damage or kill the plant
(e.g. commercially grown California grapes, almonds, or citrus). Xylella fastidiosa is the causal

agent of a number of diseases of food and ornamental plants (Table 3-4).

TABLE 3-4: PLANT DISEASES CAUSED BY XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA

Disease Host Kills Host Severity of Damage (Pég?isfol;tniig
Pierce’s disease grape yes high yes
Almond leaf scorch almond yes high yes
Oleander leaf scorch oleander yes high yes
Phony peach disease peach no high no
Alfalfa dwarf disease alfalfa no slight to moderate yes
Citrus variegated chlorosis citrus no high no
Bacterial leaf scorch of elm elm no moderate to high no
Bacterial leaf scorch of sycamore sycamore no moderate to high no
Pear scorch pear no moderate no
Bacterial leaf scorch of oak oak no moderate to high 7%
Maple leaf scorch maple no moderate to high 7%
Mulberry leaf scorch mulberry no moderate no
Pecan leaf scorch pecan no moderate no

Source: Dowell, 2001.
* Rarely found in California. When found, affected trees exhibit milder symptoms than those observed
in the eastern U.S., suggesting a more virulent strain is present in the east.

3.3 GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER AND OTHER VECTORS OF
PIERCE’S DISEASE

As noted previously, the primary means of transmitting Pierce’s disease is through insect vectors

that carry the bacterium, Xylella fastidiosa, and inject it into the xylem fluid of plants while

feeding. A description of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and other key insect vectors that can

transmit the bacteria is provided in this section.
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3.3.1 VECTORS OF PIERCE’S DISEASE

Insect vectors capable of spreading Xylella fastidiosa belong to the sharpshooter subfamily of the
leathopper family (Cicadellidae) and to the spittlebug family (Cercopidae). These xylem-feeding
insects acquire bacteria while feeding on infected plants. Bacteria attach to the mouthparts and
multiply, forming a bacterial plaque. During subsequent feeding bacteria dislodge from the
insect’s mouth and enter the plant’s xylem. Sharpshooters and spittlebugs are able to transmit the
bacteria almost immediately after acquiring them from an infected plant. Less than 100 bacteria
per insect are required for transmission. Once the adult acquires the bacteria, the insect remains
capable of transmitting it throughout its life. Immature insects remain infected until they molt, at
which time the bacteria are shed with the lining of the mouth along with the outer skin. Newly
molted insects have to reacquire the bacteria by feeding on an infected plant. Bacteria are not

transferred from infected females to their offspring.

Several native insects can acquire and transmit Xylella fastidiosa (Table 3-5) (Dowell, 2001) in
addition to the non-native glassy-winged sharpshooter (see Appendix B). Native vectors of Xylella
fastidiosa can be found throughout California. Key native vectors include the blue-green
sharpshooter (Graphocephala atropunctata), the green sharpshooter (Draeculacephala minerva),
and the red-headed sharpshooter (Xyphon (Carneocephala) fulgida). The blue-green sharpshooter
(Figure 3-1) is native to California and is the vector that is most responsible for the spread of
Xylella fastidiosa in coastal vineyards. Major vectors in the San Joaquin Valley are the green
sharpshooter (Figure 3-2) and the red-headed sharpshooter (Figure 3-3). These two vectors also
contribute to the spread of the bacteria in some coastal regions. The reported distribution of key
vectors of Xylella fastidiosa are given in Figures 3-1 through 3-4. The actual distribution of native
vectors is probably greater than shown because few people bother to report the occurrence of these

common native insects.
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TABLE 3-5: PARTIAL LIST OF XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA VECTORS IN CALIFORNIA

Scientific Name Common Name
Sharpshooters
Cuerna occidentalis occidental sharpshooter
Cuerna yuccae
Draeculacephala californica California sharpshooter

Draeculacephala crassicornis

Draeculacephala minerva grass or green sharpshooter

Draeculacephala noveboracensis

Friscanus friscanus lupine sharpshooter
Graphocephala atropunctata blue-green sharpshooter
Graphocephala confluens willow sharpshooter

Graphocephala hieroglyphica

Homalodisca coagulata glassy-winged sharpshooter

Homalodisca lacerta smoketree sharpshooter

Pagaronia confusa

Pagaronia furcata

Pagaronia tredecimpunctata

Pagaronia triunata

Xyphon (Carneocephala) fulgida red-headed sharpshooter

Spittlebugs

Aphrophora angulata

Aphrophora permutata

Clastoptera brunnea

Philaenus spumaria meadow spittlebug

Note: Common names have been provided where they are available. Not all of the
vectors in Table 3-5 have common names.

Source: Dowell, 2001.

At present there is a dynamic balance between the presence of the native vectors, Xylella fastidiosa,
and susceptible host plants. Most growers know where there are “hot spots” of disease in their
region caused by the presence of large numbers of native vectors to spread the pathogen. These
can often be avoided. The glassy-winged sharpshooter, however, has the potential to disrupt this

dynamic by spreading the pathogen to areas which are normally beyond the range of native vectors.

The glassy-winged sharpshooter (Homalodisca coagulata) (Figure 3-4) is a non-native insect that
was introduced into southern California around 1989. It is now widespread there. Several
characteristics of the glassy-winged sharpshooter give it the potential to dramatically increase the
severity of Pierce’s disease in California. Table 3-6 compares the transmission efficiency, common

breeding habitats and host plants, frequency of vector occurrence in those habitats, and the
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potential movement into vineyards for the glassy-winged sharpshooter and key native vectors of

Pierce’s disease in California. The glassy-winged sharpshooter feeds and reproduces on a wide

range of plant types in diverse habitats, where it can reach very high populations. It is a strong

flier, so it can move deeply into vineyards that are adjacent to these habitats. Until now, because of

the limited dispersal ability of the blue-green, green, and red-headed sharpshooter and other native

vectors, Pierce’s disease has been primarily localized near the habitats of these vectors. These

habitats include riparian corridors, certain ornamental landscapes, and lush growing grasses.

However, the glassy-winged sharpshooter breeds in citrus, avocado, macadamia, eucalyptus,

sumac, and numerous other plants where the population can reach large numbers. These plants

previously did not serve as hosts for Pierce’s disease vectors. Consequently, the distribution

characteristics of the disease are likely to change. For further information regarding the

relationship between Xylella fastidiosa and native vectors, please see Appendix B.

TABLE 3-6: PIERCE’S DISEASE VECTORS: BACTERIAL TRANSMISSION EFFICIENCY AND HABITATS

Glassy-winged

Blue-green

Green

Red-headed

Vector sharpshooter sharpshooter sharpshooter sharpshooter Spittlebugs
Bacteria Low High Low High High
transmission
efficiency
Breeding Crops, riparian Riparian areas, | Grasses in wet Grasses in wet Riparian areas,
habitat areas, some areas areas, but ornamental

ornamental ornamental tolerates drier landscapes,
landscapes, landscapes conditions weeds
native
woodlands,
weeds
Breeding Woody Woody Sedges, Bermudagrass, | Grasses,
hosts perennials, perennials nutgrass, water | semi-aquatic herbaceous
herbaceous grass, ryegrass, | grasses plants
plants fescue grass
Occurrence in | Very frequent Frequent Frequent Sporadic Frequent
breeding
habitat
Movement Widespread Along riparian Along irrigated | Along irrigated | Only adults
into vineyard edge pastures and pastures and along riparian
ditches ditches; may edge; carried by

breed on
bermudagrass
in vineyards

wind beginning
in May

Source: Varela, et. al., 2001.
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3.3.2 BIOLOGY OF GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER (LIFECYCLE)

The adult glassy-winged sharpshooter is almost 2 inch (13 mm) long (Figure 3-4). It is dark
brown to black with a lighter underside. The upper parts of the head and back are stippled with
ivory-to-yellowish spots; the wings are partly transparent with reddish veins. The female secretes a
white substance that she stores at either side of the wings. These appear as two large white spots.

These spots rub off as the female contacts foliage, and uses the substance to coat her egg masses.

The glassy-winged-sharpshooter’s lifecycle depends on environmental conditions. Throughout
most of California, the glassy-winged sharpshooter has two generations per year. It reproduces on
a large number of native plants, agricultural crops, ornamentals, and weeds. Oviposition (egg-
laying) occurs in late February through May and again in mid-to-late summer. Eggs are laid in a
mass on the underside of leaves, usually in groups of 10 to 12 eggs, but ranging from 1 to as many
as 30. The eggs are laid beneath the leaf epidermis. The upper leaf surface above an egg mass
may be marked over time by a yellowish elongated blotch. After hatching, the spent egg mass

appears as a tan to brown scar.

Nymphs go through five immature stages, and first generation adults begin to appear in May and
continue to be present through late August. Second-generation egg masses are laid in June through
late September and develop into overwintering adults. This developmental pattern results in
overlapping generations in which each life stage reaches its highest level some time between June

and October each year.

The glassy-winged sharpshooter differs from native vectors in several important biological traits
(Table 3-7). The glassy-winged sharpshooter resides in a wide range of habitats that include
agricultural crops, ornamentals, native woodlands, and riparian vegetation, and it is reported to feed
and lay eggs on over 700 plant species. Although it prefers succulent plant growth, it will feed on
growth that is less succulent, including shoots and woody stems. The CDFA Plant Quarantine
Manual (Appendix D) includes a list of plant hosts on which glassy-winged sharpshooter life forms
have been documented in either California or the southeastern United States. Citrus is a favored
host in southern California but very high glassy-winged sharpshooter populations also have been
observed on avocado, crape myrtle, and several species of woody ornamentals. Other favored

plants include eucalyptus and various ornamental plants. Native hosts include both evergreen and
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deciduous oaks, sycamore, and laurel sumac. Host plant preference changes according to host

availability and the nutritional value of the host plant at a given time.

When feeding, the glassy-winged sharpshooter excretes copious amounts of watery excrement in a
steady stream of small droplets. This “sharpshooter rain” can be a messy nuisance. When dry, the

excrement can give plants a whitewashed appearance.

TABLE 3-7: COMPARISON OF BIOLOGICAL TRAITS OF THE
GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER AND NATIVE XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA VECTORS

Glassy-winged

Trait Native Vectors

Sharpshooter

Breeds extensively in crops like citrus or grapes Yes No
Confined to areas near grassland/riparian settings No Yes

Typical movement more than 300 feet from breeding sites Yes No

Reaches great numbers in crop systems Yes No

Effective Xylella fastidiosa vectors Yes Yes
Common in urban settings Yes only blue-green

sharpshooter

Feeds on larger, older plant tissue Yes No

Feeds on dormant grapevines Yes No

Changes host plants frequently Yes No

Source: Dowell, 2001.

3.3.3 GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER NATURAL ENEMIES

The glassy-winged sharpshooter is native to the southeastern U.S. and northeastern Mexico where
naturally occurring enemies keep population sizes down, making sharpshooters difficult to find
(CDFA, 2001j). In California, natural glassy-winged sharpshooter enemies include tiny parasitic
wasps and the larvae of green lacewings. The predominant parasitoid wasp in California,
Gonatocerus ashmeadi, is a tiny wasp (1.5 mm long) that parasitizes up to 50 percent of the glassy-
winged sharpshooter egg masses in the early spring and as many as 80 to 95 percent in the late
summer months. Although this tiny stingless wasp readily attacks sharpshooter eggs in late
summer, it is not enough to prevent outbreaks of glassy-winged sharpshooters in the late spring and
early summer. Lacewings, like other generalist predators, do not specialize in attacking the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, and will not actively seek the glassy-winged sharpshooter, especially when
the number of glassy-winged sharpshooter is low. For this reason, the PDCP is exploring the use

of imported natural enemies to attack the glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs in the spring and other

3-20




PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 3: ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

predators to attack the immature stages of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. More information

about the PDCP biological control program is provided in Chapter 4.

3.4 RAMIFICATIONS OF GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER
SPREAD
Recent outbreaks of the glassy-winged sharpshooter in southern California and parts of Kern
County have raised the possibility that there may be an increase in the incidence of Pierce’s disease
and other Xylella fastidiosa — caused plant diseases in California. As the glassy-winged
sharpshooter spreads throughout the state, devastating damage potentially could occur to grapes
and other plants susceptible to Xylella fastidiosa throughout the state. There is evidence that the
spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter has the following ramifications (Dowell, 2001):

e Movement of Xylella fastidiosa to areas now free of the pathogen. In both Riverside
(Temecula) and Kern Counties, Pierce’s disease has been seen in areas previously believed to
be free of the disease. In Temecula, vineyards throughout the valley now have vines showing
Pierce’s disease symptoms. In Kern County, the occurrence of Pierce’s disease in the General
Beale Road area represents a new area of disease incidence. These new areas are not simply
due to a greater awareness of the disease and increased vigilance. Over the past five years,
searches in Kern County by University of California (UC) Cooperative Extension personnel

did not find Pierce’s disease in Bakersfield or the area south of Bakersfield.

e Movement of Xylella fastidiosa to new plant species causing diseases not seen before in
California. Oleander leaf scorch was discovered in California in 1994. The disease is killing
oleander plants and is associated with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. There is potential for
the sharpshooter to move Xylella fastidiosa to other plants causing additional “new” diseases as

it spreads into habitats not occupied by native vectors.

e Increase in grapevine loss. The percentage of grapevines that have died or are in severe
decline due to Pierce’s disease in Temecula increased from less than 1% in 1990 to an average
of nearly 30% in 2000, based on the total acreage of grapevines present in 1990. This
represents a 30-fold increase in the disease in less than ten years. This increase is because the
sharpshooter is taking the pathogen to vineyards previously beyond the “reach” of native
vectors, and because large numbers of pathogen-carrying sharpshooters are invading
susceptible plantings and moving the pathogen from infected plants to nearby uninfected

plants.
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e Increase in the spread of Xylella fastidiosa within plantings of susceptible crops/plants.
Typical Xylella fastidiosa spread within California vineyards by native vectors varies from less
than 1% to 10% in sites with heavy pressure from native vectors. The rate of Xylella fastidiosa
infection rises and falls unpredictably from year to year. In Temecula, there have been steeper
increases in the incidence of Pierce’s disease with Pierce’s disease spreading throughout
vineyards in 2 to 3 years. If Temecula represents a typical situation for Xylella fastidiosa
spread by glassy-winged sharpshooters, the rate at which the pathogen is spread throughout the
rest of California will grow severely, depending upon the spread rate of glassy-winged

sharpshooter throughout California.

¢ Creation of patches of diseased plants rather than isolated individuals. Native vectors
inhabit natural weedy habitats and infect few plants on forays into vineyards. A combination
of movement of Xylella fastidiosa from outside the vineyard to individual plants and the site of
infection by native vectors (see below) limited the physical distribution of infected plants to
individual vines scattered within a 300 foot swath bordering the native vegetation in which the
native vectors breed. Because the glassy-winged sharpshooter breeds in cultivated crops and
ornamental plants, there would be multi-plant disease centers as the sharpshooter spreads the
pathogen from a diseased plant to its neighbors -- something that appears to be negligible with
native vectors. Summer infections of grapes by native vectors occur in new growth, which is
usually removed by pruning and therefore does not remain to the following year, explaining
why vine-to-vine movement of chronic Pierce’s disease has not been observed before the
arrival of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. These multi-plant disease centers, caused by plant-

to-plant transmission, have already been seen in grapes and oleanders in Southern California.

e Movement of the pathogen into non-agricultural settings. The occurrence of oleander leaf
scorch in urban, farm and freeway settings indicates that glassy-winged sharpshooters may be

moving this pathogen into new settings, especially in non-agricultural areas.

¢ Infection of vines below the point at which they are pruned in the winter. Glassy-winged
sharpshooters have been frequently observed feeding on pruned, dormant grapevines. The
infection of the vines early in the season and below the pruning point throughout the year will
greatly increase the rate at which grapevines will be infected with Xylella fastidiosa. In
contrast, native vectors of Xylella fastidiosa feed on and transmit Xylella fastidiosa to the tips
of growing grape stems in the summer. Because the season’s growth is typically pruned, these

infections seldom survive the following winter.
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These changes threaten to dramatically alter the dynamics of Xylella fastidiosa-caused plant
diseases in California. Virtually all the grape growing regions of California could experience an
increase in Pierce’s disease incidence, including areas that have historically had such low infection

levels as to be considered “free” of the disease.

Other plantings are being affected by the glassy-winged sharpshooter, including oleanders and
citrus. The glassy-winged sharpshooter may transmit the pathogen to new host plants, as happened
with oleander leaf scorch. It may increase the incidence of other Xylella fastidiosa caused plant
diseases already found in California, including bacterial leaf scorch of oak, maple leaf scorch,
alfalfa dwarf, and almond leaf scorch. The presence of the glassy-winged sharpshooter also puts
other crops at risk should the strains of Xylella fastidiosa that attack citrus and peach be brought to
the state.

3.5 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PDCP activities potentially could occur in every area of the state in which Pierce's disease and/or
the glassy-winged sharpshooter is present, or may exist. As previously noted, the glassy-winged
sharpshooter resides in a wide range of habitats including agricultural crops, ornamentals,
woodlands, and riparian vegetation. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is reported to feed and
reproduce on over 700 plant species. A list of glassy-winged sharpshooter host plants is provided
in the CDFA Plant Quarantine Manual (Appendix D). Because of the diversity and abundance of
glassy-winged sharpshooter host plants in California, CDFA has determined that this pest and
therefore subsequent treatment potentially could occur in nearly every area of the state. For this
reason, the proposed PDCP potentially covers all of California. In non-agricultural areas, PDCP
control measures could be necessary in a variety of habitats, including residential yards,

commercial and industrial areas, and public land, such as parks and transportation right-of-ways.
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4.0 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP) would be a continuation of the
comprehensive, statewide control program and emergency regulations currently being conducted in
California. The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) is the agency responsible
for coordinating the statewide comprehensive control program, and is the Lead Agency for this
EIR. The county agricultural commissioner, or other agency designated by the Board of
Supervisors of each county, would have the lead responsibility for local implementation of the
program, with coordination by CDFA. Although the PDCP applies to the entire state, not all
counties are currently identified as potentially threatened. Figure 4-1 identifies areas within
California that are generally infested with the glassy-winged sharpshooter, have limited
infestations, or are counties at risk. Most of southern California is generally infested, with the
exception of Imperial County, which only has a small area of infestation. For more information
regarding the current extent of Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter, please refer to

Chapter 3.

This chapter presents the purpose of this EIR, the goals and objectives of the program, the legal
basis for its implementation, and the process CDFA and local agencies would follow to implement
local control programs. In addition, it discusses the five central elements of the PDCP: public
outreach, statewide survey, contain the spread, local management/rapid response, and research.
The PDCP, including these central elements, would be implemented through the activities
described in this EIR. The PDCP would also be implemented by the adoption of regulations by
CDFA and the approval of protocols, guidelines, workplans, and other elements developed to
implement the PDCP. Standards and prescriptions for the emergency program have been adopted
by emergency regulations contained in CCR Title 3, Chapter 4, Section 3650-3660. These
regulations may be amended as necessary to carry out the proposed program described herein, and
to further define the roles and responsibilities of CDFA and local agencies. The regulations would
be subjected to additional public review and comment, and may be amended for clarification and
simplification as needed. CDFA may provide logistical support, including carrying out any activity
which is the responsibility of the designated local agency. In so doing, CDFA would adhere to all

safeguards and conditions described in this EIR.
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4.1 PURPOSE OF THIS EIR

This is a programmatic EIR for a statewide effort to control Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. It is intended to cover implementation of the proposed PDCP by state and local
jurisdictions. As Lead Agency, CDFA has prepared this Draft EIR to identify environmental
effects that could result with implementation of the PDCP. This EIR has been prepared in
accordance with, and in fulfillment of, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code Sections 21000-21177) and the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Title 14, Chapter 3,
Sections 15000-15387). CDFA is the Lead Agency for this program and its CEQA review. The
Real Estate Services Division of the California Department of General Services has assisted CDFA

with the CEQA review of the PDCP.

This EIR is an informational document that is to be used in the planning and decision-making
process. It is not the purpose of an EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project. CEQA
requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its environmental

consequences.

4.2 PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The overall goal of the proposed PDCP is to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease and
glassy-winged sharpshooter. This is in keeping with the overall goal of the entire Pest Prevention
program of CDFA, which is to protect California’s citizens, environment, and economy from the

ravages of serious invasive pests. Program objectives to achieve this goal are listed below.
e Determine the current distribution of glassy-winged sharpshooter in California and establish a

mapping and data collection system to track and report new detections and infestations.

e Develop and disseminate information about the nature, characteristics, and impact of Pierce’s
disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter on various commodities as well as on the economy

and quality of life in California.
e Provide training in biology, detection, and treatment of Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e Develop a research program that will aid in the management of, and ultimately find a remedy

for, Pierce’s disease.
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e Contain the spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease until researchers can

find a treatment, cure, or solution.

e Prevent artificial spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter through a coordinated program that
involves regulating the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged

sharpshooter, such as nursery stock and bulk citrus.

4.3 LEGAL BASIS FOR THE PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM

Pursuant to California law, CDFA is responsible for protecting the state’s agriculture and
environment from non-native pests. Existing law requires CDFA to protect and promote the state’s
agriculture (Food and Agricultural Code [FAC] Section 401). CDFA is obligated to prevent the
introduction and spread of injurious insect and animal pests, plant diseases, and noxious weeds
(FAC Section 403). The Secretary of Food and Agriculture has authority to establish, maintain and
enforce quarantine, eradication and such other regulations as are necessary to circumscribe,
exterminate or prevent the spread of any pest not generally distributed within this state (FAC
Sections 5321 and 5322). CDFA and the state’s agricultural commissioners are to use all
reasonable means to control or eradicate newly discovered pests (FAC Sections 5251 through

5254).

The Legislature specifically mandated that CDFA and the counties develop a program and
individual county workplans to address the impacts of Pierce’s disease and its vectors. The various
Legislative mandates for preventing the introduction, eradicating, and controlling non-native pests
in general, and specifically the glassy-winged sharpshooter, are located in the Food and

Agricultural Code. Sections relevant to the PDCP are presented in Appendix E.

Pests can pose a threat to human health, domestic animals, wildlife, and public and private
property. Failure to maintain real property so as to allow infestation by a pest, like the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, constitutes a public nuisance (FAC Section 5401). It is unlawful to maintain
such a nuisance (FAC Section 5402). These statutes are codified in Chapter 6, Part 1, Division 4 of
the Food and Agricultural Code, and they are an exercise of the government’s powers to abate
nuisances. Nuisance abatement may not be exercised capriciously without regard for landowners.
Where an infestation constitutes a nuisance, substantive law and legal procedures provide for

abatement.
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The State Legislature has twice enacted specific statutory provisions to address Pierce’s disease
and the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The first bill, Assembly Bill 1232, was enacted in October
1999. It mandated creation of an advisory task force and appropriated $750,000 per year for three
years for Pierce’s disease research (FAC Section 12798.1). A second bill, Senate Bill 671 was
enacted in May 2000. SB 671 recognized the clear and present danger presented by Pierce’s
disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter, and mandated certain measures to control the disease.
In response to the Legislative recognition, facts, and circumstances which indicated the existence
of an emergency, CDFA undertook measures to immediately mitigate and prevent damage from

Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

The PDCP emergency regulations were adopted to implement the mandate to control Pierce’s
disease and its vectors. They wholly occupied the regulatory field, preempting local regulation.
Under the PDCP, localities would need to establish local workplans and otherwise enforce the
applicable regulations. CDFA may provide logistical support to local agencies as necessary to carry
out the workplan. Local workplans would be submitted for approval by CDFA. Only after
approval by CDFA would appropriated funds be released to local agencies for reimbursement for

their Pierce’s disease and glassy-winged sharpshooter control activities.

44 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

A number of agencies and advisory groups are involved in creating and implementing the PDCP at
statewide and local levels. A description of the roles and responsibilities of the decision-making

agencies and consulting agencies involved in the PDCP is provided below.

4.4.1 DECISION-MAKING AGENCIES

Decision-making authority and responsibility for the PDCP rests with two groups: CDFA and the
county agricultural commissioners (or other local public entity designated by each county’s Board
of Supervisors to implement the program). CDFA is the lead agency for statewide PDCP activities,
and is responsible for decisions made and actions taken on a statewide basis. CDFA, with input
from the counties, develops protocols and guidelines for survey, inspection, regulatory, treatment,
reporting, and other program activities. These guidelines give direction to county cooperators and

serve to standardize performance of these tasks throughout the state.
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CDFA is the lead agency to:

o Establish a Science Advisory Panel to provide expert scientific program evaluation and advice;

o Establish an advisory task force to prioritize research needs, review and recommend research
grants, and advise the Secretary of Food and Agriculture on management and control

alternatives;
e Develop protocols for regulatory actions, treatment, and survey;
e Develop and maintain databases;

e Restrict artificial movement of the glassy-winged sharpshooter from other states into

California;
¢ Coordinate intrastate regulatory actions;
e Approve workplans submitted by counties;
e Administer contracts for local assistance and for research;
e Implement biological control programs;
e Provide diagnostic services to identify sharpshooters and Pierce’s disease;
e Act as a clearinghouse for information to the public and the press;
e Actas liaison to the federal government and other state agencies; and

o In the event that the local agency does not fulfill its obligations, CDFA may provide any
logistical support that CDFA deems necessary to implement the local workplan.

In counties that decided to participate in the emergency program, the County Board of Supervisors
has typically designated their county agricultural commissioner or department as the public agency
that would implement the program. These agencies would continue to fulfill this role for the
proposed PDCP. The responsibility for designating the local agency and adopting the county
workplan would remain with each county’s Board of Supervisors, which may choose to designate
another public agency. For purposes of simplification, this EIR refers to the county agricultural
commissioners or the county agricultural department as the designated local public implementation
agency. The county agricultural departments are the local agencies for decisions and actions at the
local (county) level, with guidance and coordination from CDFA, which has ultimate authority via

approval of county workplans. In the event that the local agency does not fulfill its obligations,
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CDFA may provide any logistical support that CDFA deems necessary to implement the local

workplan.

Each county’s Board of Supervisors would:
e Designate the local public implementation agency (usually the county agricultural
commissioner or the county agricultural department)

¢ Adopt the county workplan

Each county’s agricultural commissioner or department is the local agency that would:

e Establish local task forces to develop rapid response plans and facilitate outreach coordination’,
and communication;

e Implement the statewide detection program within their jurisdiction;

e Implement and coordinate local management programs identified in the county workplan;

e Inspect regulated commodities, including nursery stock, and take appropriate action to ensure
that regulated businesses only ship commodities that are free of glassy-winged sharpshooter;

and

e Ensure pesticide treatments and other control actions are conducted appropriately.

4.4.2 CONSULTING AGENCIES AND GROUPS

Information may be solicited from other persons or agencies with pertinent information, expertise,
or jurisdiction. Some of the established consulting agencies and groups are described below. In
addition, local groups and organizations may also be consulted in the development of each county’s

local programs.

SCIENCE ADVISORY PANEL

The Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Science Advisory Panel (SAP) consists of University scientists

who are experts on the biology and control of Pierce’s disease or the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

! Senate Bill 594 creates the Napa County Winegrape Pest and Disease Control District Law. The bill establishes
procedures for the formation of an assessment district in Napa County to assist in the funding of the inspection, detection,
and education of Pierce’s disease, as stated in the Napa County Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Workplan, to prevent the

spread of Pierce’s disease by the glassy-winged sharpshooter.
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These scientists advise the Secretary of CDFA on the biological soundness of program activities,
evaluate and interpret program data, and develop recommendations for improving program

effectiveness.

PIERCE’S DISEASE ADVISORY TASK FORCE

The Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force consists of scientific experts, agriculture
representatives, representatives from county agricultural departments and environmental groups. It
was formed in accordance with section 12798.1 of the Food and Agricultural Code to advise the
Secretary of CDFA on the control and management of Pierce’s disease. The Task Force also
makes recommendations to the Secretary on funding of proposed research projects. Several
subcommittees have been formed to assist the Task Force with investigating issues and formulating
recommendations. These include subcommittees for research, public outreach, grape movement,

citrus, and nursery.

PIERCE’S DISEASE AND GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER BOARD

Existing law creates the Pierce’s Disease Management Account within the Food and Agriculture
Fund for the purpose of research and other efforts to combat Pierce’s disease and its vectors.
Assembly Bill 1394 established the Pierce’s Disease and Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Board and
provided for a specified annual assessment to be paid by processors into the Department of Food
and Agriculture Fund for the purposes of, among other things, research or integrated pest
management and other sustainable industry practices. The Board will be responsible for
developing recommendations to the Secretary of Food and Agriculture for expenditure of the funds
for the purpose of implementing and continuing the agricultural program for which the assessment

1s collected.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION TASK FORCE

The Environmental Protection Task Force was formed in accordance with supplemental budget
language from the 2000-01 State Budget Act. The Task Force included representatives from six
state agencies, four environmental groups, two grower organizations, the University of California,
and the county agricultural commissioners. It was charged with providing, prior to January 1,
2001, input to CDFA concerning the potential adverse effects on public health and the environment
from the application of pesticides, and suggesting measures which would reduce possible harm to

public health and the environment while effectively managing the Pierce’s disease pest threat. The
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Task Force met four times in the fall of 2000 and developed three consensus recommendations for
CDFA to follow. The report of the Task Force was issued in December 2000. Excerpts from the

final report including the Executive Summary are provided as Appendix F.

LOCAL GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER TASK FORCES

Local glassy-winged sharpshooter task forces were formed in some counties by the local county
agricultural commissioner to serve in an advisory and support role. Members include growers of
at-risk commodities, U.C. Cooperative Extension personnel who have pertinent expertise, and
others who may have a strong interest in, or who may be significantly affected by, Pierce's disease
and the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The task forces advise the Commissioner, help with the
development of a local plan, and assist with communication and outreach. By bringing people
together, the task forces make the process participatory, informative, and inclusive, so that
interested and affected parties are involved and knowledgeable about Pierce's disease and the
glassy-winged sharpshooter activities in their area. They also enable each county to be proactive
rather than reactive to the local Pierce's disease and glassy-winged sharpshooter situation. The
level of formality, expansiveness of membership, and frequency of meetings varies among task

forces. These local task forces are entirely voluntary.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) has provided funding for survey and inspection activities conducted against the glassy-
winged sharpshooter. APHIS has provided oversight of county survey work, carried out in
accordance with the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Survey Guidelines. Additionally, the USDA has
contributed funding for research against Pierce’s disease and glassy-winged sharpshooter, and is
involved in selected research-related efforts. USDA is a funding source for the survey element of

the PDCP and provides expertise in pest prevention.

FEDERAL RESOURCE AGENCIES AND STATE TRUSTEE AGENCIES

Federal resource agencies and state trustee agencies include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), the University of California, and other government agencies charged with
stewardship and protection of California’s natural and publicly-owned resources. These public

agencies are contacted and consulted as appropriate when PDCP activities are planned on property
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or resources under the control or stewardship of one of these agencies. This would include
activities planned in the vicinity of sensitive habitats or the habitat of threatened or endangered
species. CDFA’s consultation process with the USFWS, CDFG, and NMFS, where applicable, is

described in more detail in Section 4.6.4: Rapid Response and Treatment.

FEDERAL, STATE, AND COUNTY PESTICIDE REGULATORY AGENCIES

One of the primary methods available for controlling or eradicating populations of glassy-winged
sharpshooters is the application of pesticides. This activity is regulated by federal and state
pesticide regulatory agencies. Consequently, CDFA would interact with these agencies to
determine what materials and methods of application are available for specific situations
encountered during PDCP activities. Additionally, special registrations may be requested by the
PDCP when no other effective material is available for a desired use. It is the county agricultural

commissioners’ responsibility to enforce pesticide regulations in each county.

OTHER COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES

At times the cooperation and participation of other agencies would be needed during some aspect
of the program. For example, assistance from the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) would be needed when program activities are planned or conducted along highway right-
of-ways. Assistance to CDFA from the California Department of Health Services may be needed
to address community health concerns during treatment activities. Environmental monitoring
during treatment would be conducted by staff of the California Department of Pesticide Regulation
(CDPR). Members of the California Conservation Corps would assist with survey and inspection
activities. These and other situations involve interacting with staff from other agencies to ensure
that their agency’s requirements are addressed and the specific activities they would be involved in

are properly coordinated with the rest of the program.

4.5 LOCAL PDCP WORKPLANS

CDFA has approved county workplans under the existing emergency program. By law, CDFA
cannot allocate funds to local public entities until their workplans are approved. Food and
Agricultural Code Section 6046 also creates specific requirements for the content of workplans.

These include, but are not limited to, the following:
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e The development and delivery of producer outreach information and training to local
communities, groups, and individuals to organize their involvement with the workplan and to

raise awareness regarding Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e The development and delivery of ongoing training of the designated local public entity’s

employees in the biology, survey, and treatment of Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e The identification within the designated local public entity of a local Pierce’s disease

coordinator.
e The proposed treatment of Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e The development and implementation of a data collection system to track and report new
infestations of Pierce’s disease and its vectors in a manner respectful of property and other

rights of those affected.

Prior to approving any workplan, CDFA issues guidelines and templates to county agricultural
commissioners or other designated local public entities for them to follow when preparing their
workplans. This serves to standardize and simplify the process for the local public entities.

Appendix G is the workplan template for 2001/02.

When submitted to CDFA for approval, county workplans are first reviewed to ensure there are no
major omissions, deficiencies, or formatting problems. The local public entity may be asked to
correct these before the workplan can continue through the review process. If the workplan is
essentially complete, it is forwarded to program staff for a second level review by staff to ensure it

is consistent with the statewide program and is programmatically sound and reasonable.

Variations from the standard workplan stipulations may be allowed in some cases. For example, a
local public entity may wish to be more restrictive on the entry of nursery stock from infested
areas, because the resources it is entrusted to protect are especially vulnerable to impacts from
Pierce’s disease and its vectors. If variations are present in a submitted workplan, program staff
review and evaluate the variations to determine whether they are justified by the evidence provided
by the local public entity. If the variations cannot be justified, the local public entity would be
asked to revise its workplan accordingly. If variations could cause environmental impacts beyond
those evaluated in this EIR, the county requesting the variations would be required to further

evaluate its proposed program, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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4.6 PROGRAM COMPONENTS

The PDCP has five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey, contain the spread, local
management/rapid response, and research. The PDCP, including these central elements, will be
implemented by the activities described in this EIR. The PDCP will also be implemented by the
adoption of standards and processes codified in regulations adopted by CDFA, and guided by

guidelines and protocols.

4.6.1 PUBLIC OUTREACH

The outreach component of the PDCP serves to raise awareness about Pierce’s disease and the
glassy-winged sharpshooter, notify people of PDCP activities, and address questions and concerns
about the program. Among other things, outreach seeks to enlist the help of the public,
stakeholders and others in finding new infestations of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Finding
new infestations quickly increases the opportunity to contain and perhaps eradicate them. County
agricultural commissioners and local task forces have primary responsibility for targeted public
outreach about Pierce’s disease, the glassy-winged sharpshooter, and the PDCP. The county
agricultural commissioners and the local task forces provide information about glassy-winged
sharpshooter biology and detection, regulations that affect product shipment or processing, and
treatment options. CDFA provides general information (updates, brochures, reports, research
summaries, treatment options, and background material) to county agricultural commissioners and
other local government offices. CDFA also provides technical information and technical support
and training, assists in the development and dissemination of literature, and acts as a clearinghouse

for information to the public and the press.

CDFA maintains a web site to provide information on the PDCP. The CDFA glassy-winged
sharpshooter-PDCP web site offers frequent updates on infestation areas, treatment information,
upcoming meetings and events, a host list, a chronology of the glassy-winged sharpshooter
program, survey and regulation guidelines, biological control measures, resources and links, and
other program and technical information. The CDFA web site address is:

http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/pdcp/. From the "environmental info" section of the web site users

can access a link to the California Department of Pesticide Regulation’s (CDPR) glassy-winged

sharpshooter project web site, http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/gwss/. CDPR monitors pesticide

applications conducted as part of the PDCP. The CDPR web site provides reports on CDPR's

monitoring efforts to date.
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When a new infestation is discovered, CDFA may assist local authorities with the planning and
presentation of public meetings; inform the media; provide information and instructive materials
for community organizations; and work with local officials to respond to the unique social,

environmental, and public health needs of each community.

Prior to any treatment activity in non-agricultural areas, informational meetings would be held to
advise residents and other interested parties of planned treatment activities, and to address any
questions or concerns. Pre-treatment notification would be conducted through the local news
media and by door-to-door notification of infested properties and adjacent properties. Notices
would include information regarding the pesticide treatment materials or other treatment methods
used, precautions, date of intended applications, and a telephone number and contact for the local

(county) PDCP staff.

Additional notification measures would be taken for fragile populations and other shared
community spaces. Schools, day care centers, rest homes, and hospitals that are near any proposed
pesticide treatment operations would be notified by direct communication to administrators.
Schedules would be provided in writing. The notification would describe the area of pesticide
application, and would specify whether or not the subject property is directly affected. If these
locations require treatment, administrators would be consulted and special scheduling (weekends or
off-time hours) of applications arranged, if necessary. Similar scheduling arrangements for parks,
recreation areas, malls, large apartment complexes, and other busy public areas would also be
provided. Notices of treatment would be posted on trees, benches, traffic medians, common areas,
or bulletin boards at affected locations, and additional project staff may be assigned to monitor

treated areas in order to alert individuals who may approach the area.

4.6.2 STATEWIDE SURVEY

The statewide survey element of the program is designed to find and monitor glassy-winged
sharpshooter infestations and populations. Statewide surveys would be conducted annually to find
and monitor glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations and populations, using systematic visual
survey and/or trapping of nurseries, croplands, and non-agricultural areas for glassy-winged
sharpshooter. In non-agricultural and cropland areas, detection activities would be conducted from
March or April through October of each year. In nurseries, detection activities would be conducted

year-round.
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The detection program for glassy-winged sharpshooter would follow guidelines prepared and
amended as needed by CDFA (See Appendix H). The guidelines outline trapping and visual
inspection procedures and protocols. Yellow panel traps have been found useful for glassy-winged
sharpshooter detection and have detected the presence of sharpshooters when other survey
techniques have failed. Visual inspection also has been useful. Adults, nymphs, nymphal cast
skins, egg masses, and egg scars can be found by visually searching plants. Visually searching host

plants can be enhanced by using insect nets (aerial and sweep) and beating sheets.

4.6.3 CONTAIN THE SPREAD

The goal of this element of the PDCP is to prevent or slow the spread of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and Pierce's disease by reducing glassy-winged sharpshooter populations through
biological and other control measures, and by regulating the movement of nursery stock, citrus,

grapes, and other commodities which may harbor the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

REGULATORY ACTIVITIES, TREATMENT, AND CONTROL

CDFA, pursuant to legislative mandates, adopted emergency regulations for nursery stock, bulk
grapes and citrus, and coordinated a statewide system for compliance. Enforcement of program
regulations would continue under the proposed PDCP. The regulations include the standards,
certification requirements, and exemptions for the movement of bulk grapes, bulk citrus, and
nursery stock from glassy-winged sharpshooter infested areas to non-infested areas. The purpose
of the regulations is to prevent the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter to new areas of the
state. This is achieved by regulating shipments of host plants and plant materials. Any grape
grower, citrus grower, or nursery located in a glassy-winged sharpshooter infested area planning to
ship bulk grapes, citrus or nursery stock to noninfested areas would be required to comply with the
glassy-winged sharpshooter control regulations. Shipping protocols for nurseries to comply with
these regulations are provided in Appendix I. Standards for the movement of bulk grapes, plants,

and bulk citrus are described in the plant quarantine manual sections provided in Appendix D.

California has approximately 9,000 licensed nurseries. About 60% of the State’s nurseries are
located in counties that are generally infested with glassy-winged sharpshooter, and many of those
ship to uninfested areas. Many of the state’s grape growers sell their harvest to grape processors
(i.e., wineries, juice manufacturers) located considerable distances from the production vineyards.

Citrus plants have been identified as a primary feeding plant for the glassy-winged sharpshooter.
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At harvest, the insects fall into picking bags and ultimately end up at processing facilities in other

parts of the state.

Activities to reduce the risk of spreading glassy-winged sharpshooter through shipments include: 1)
of nursery stock, bulk grapes, and citrus from infested areas prior to shipping to non-infested areas;
2) treatment of the shipments with registered pesticides or other methods suitable for leathopper
control when necessary; 3) certification of shipments; and 4) notification of shipment receivers to

hold shipments for inspection prior to sale.

Under the regulations, the agricultural commissioner in the county where a shipment originates
would enter into compliance agreements with growers in the county and issue certification tags
when prescribed conditions are met. Standards would allow for inspection at origin, with
certification of glassy-winged sharpshooter-free shipments based on visual survey, trapping,
inspection, or approved pesticide treatment. Color-coded compliance certification tags may
accompany each load of bulk grapes and citrus, and would be collected by the receiver. At the
final destination, the receiving county would inspect shipments again for glassy-winged
sharpshooters. If any viable glassy-winged sharpshooter life stages are discovered, the receiving
county may allow the treatment of a shipment or reject all or part of the shipment, and elect to have
it destroyed or returned. Regulations also may cover other commodities found to present a risk of

moving the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Grape growers, citrus growers and nurseries may use pesticide treatments to meet shipment
protocols. Growers and nursery owners may use any registered pesticide suitable for leathopper
control. The criteria for pesticide selection by an individual grower or nursery would depend on
their specific circumstances of harvest, worker re-entry, and/or shipment. Pesticides would be used

according to U.S. EPA and California EPA registration and label directions.

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL PROGRAM

The goal of the biological control program is to reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter populations
using natural enemies of the pest. It is anticipated that release of natural enemies of the

sharpshooter will help reduce the need for other control measures.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the glassy-winged sharpshooter is native to the southeastern U.S. and

northeastern Mexico, where natural enemies reduce sharpshooter populations. In California, the
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most effective natural enemy appears to be a tiny stingless parasitic wasp, Gonatocerus ashmeadi,
which parasitizes sharpshooter eggs. Although this stingless wasp readily attacks the sharpshooter
eggs in late summer, it is unable to prevent outbreaks of glassy-winged sharpshooters in the late
spring and early summer. For this reason, CDFA is evaluating a suite of introduced and native
natural enemies to increase the chances for effective biological control over a broader range of host
plants, seasons, and climatic zones. CDFA has developed partnerships with USDA, the University
of California, and county agricultural commissioners to target research efforts to find, rear, and

release natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

The biological control program includes an ongoing search in the southeastern U.S., northern
Mexico, and South America to find new natural enemies that would be effective against the glassy-
winged sharpshooter. Table 4-1 is a partial list of glassy-winged sharpshooter natural enemies and

their native locations.

These natural enemies are being evaluated under the emergency program for importation and
release in California to reduce populations of glassy-winged sharpshooter. For the proposed
PDCP, CDFA would evaluate the success of these rearing activities and trial releases to determine
if these biological control agents could effectively control glassy-winged sharpshooter populations
statewide. A description of the regulatory evaluation process for importing new biological control
agents is provided below, along with a description of rearing operations and trial releases
conducted under the emergency program. These activities are proposed to continue with the

proposed PDCP.
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TABLE 4-1. GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER NATURAL ENEMIES

GWSS Egg Parasitoids

Location

Additional Known Sharpshooter
Hosts

Mymaridae (Fairy Fly Wasps)

Acmopolynema sema

Georgia

Homalodisca insolita

Gonatocerus ashmeadi

North Carolina south to Florida and West
to California, Mexico, Venezuela,
perhaps Central America

Cuerna costalis, Homalodisca
lacerta, Oncometopia orcona, and
O. clarior

Gonatocerus fasciatus

Illinois south to Florida and West to
Texas.

The glassy-winged sharpshooter is
the only known host of this wasp in
Georgia and Louisiana although it
must parasitize another host in
[llinois and other states where the
glassy-winged sharpshooter is not
present.

Gonatocerus incomptus

California and Georgia

Cuerna costalis in Georgia and
Homalodisca lacerta in southern
California.

Gonatocerus morrilli

Georgia to Florida and West to
California, perhaps Central Americas.

Oncometopia nr. nigricans and O.
clarior.

Gonatocerus novifasciatus

Nova Scotia south to Florida and West to
Montana and California, perhaps also in
Central America.

Homalodisca lacerta in California
and Graphocephala spp. in
Georgia.

Gonatocerus triguttatus

Texas, Mexico, perhaps Central America
(introduced to California under the
emergency program)

Paraulacizes thunbergi,
Oncometopia orvona, and other
Oncometopia spp.

Trichogrammatidae (Tricho

grammatid Wasps)

Unidentified species of
Ufens

Eastern US, Mexico, and California

Oncometopia clarior and H.
lacerta. Ufens will only develop
on certain species of plants

Zagella sp.

Georgia and Florida

Note: Common names are not available for the species listed in this table.

Source: CDFA 2001g.

Biological Control Agent Evaluation Process Prior to Release in California

Potential non-native biological control agents found outside of California must be evaluated by

USDA and CDFA prior to introduction into the State. The USDA Animal and Plant Health

Inspection Service (APHIS) has authority to regulate the movement of plant pests into the U.S. and

within the U.S. if they cross state boundaries. California has authority to regulate the importation

and release of insects and other pests under the Food and Agricultural Code (Section 6305). CDFA

has developed guidelines to evaluate whether to permit the importation and/or release of a

biological control agent in the state (Appendix J). The guidelines are designed to encourage the

appropriate use of such agents in California. The guidelines are also designed to provide a review

of the potential benefits of the introduction of biological control agents into the state, an estimation

4-18




PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 4: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

of the likelihood of success, potential undesirable effects of the agents, and the likelihood of their
occurrence. An important phase in assessing the suitability of a new biological control agent is
determining whether it would adversely impact other organisms, such as native insects. The
guidelines recommend that possible benefits and undesirable consequences be evaluated before
CDFA makes a decision on whether to continue. Allowing importation for study does not mean

that an organism would be approved for release.

Trial Releases of Biological Control Agents

Currently under the emergency program there are three non-native natural enemies that are
permitted for field release and that show promise for permanent establishment. The tiny stingless
wasp, Gonatocerus ashmeadi (ex. [“from”] Mexico), was recently collected in northern Mexico
and is available for release. Two other stingless wasps, Gonatocerus triguttatus (ex. Mexico) and
Gonatocerus morrilli (ex. Mexico), were recently reared from glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs
collected in central and northeastern Mexico. Trial releases of Gonatocerus ashmeadi (eX.
Mexico), Gonatocerus triguttatus (ex. Mexico), and Gonatocerus morrilli (ex. Mexico) are
underway in central and southern California. These trial releases are conducted for research
purposes. Scientists from UC and CDFA are monitoring these release sites to determine if the
agents survive and have an impact on glassy-winged sharpshooter populations. The location of
natural enemy trial release sites is shown in Figure 4-2. Several other imported glassy-winged
sharpshooter natural enemies are in quarantine, undergoing evaluation before being considered for

release in California.

Prior to the importation and release of these wasps, CDFA examined the available data according
to the biological control agent evaluation guidelines (Appendix J), and determined that the permit
(Appendix K) requesting permission to import and release these glassy-winged sharpshooter

natural enemies should be approved. Through the evaluation process, CDFA made the following

conclusions:
e The natural enemies proposed for introduction attack the egg masses of the glassy-winged

sharpshooter.

e The primary goal of the introduction of non-native natural enemies is to increase the rate of

parasitization of the egg masses of the first glassy-winged sharpshooter generation.

e Itis very likely that any natural enemy introduced would also attack the egg masses of the

second glassy-winged sharpshooter generation.
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e It was reasonable to assume that the additional mortality imposed by these natural enemies on

native sharpshooters would lower their numbers, but this is not a certainty.

e It was considered likely that the natural enemies proposed for introduction would also attack
the egg masses of the smoketree sharpshooter and other native sharpshooters that are vectors of

Pierce’s disease.
e No native leathopper is considered a threatened or endangered species, or a species of concern.

e The natural enemies that attack leathopper egg masses are not known to attack the eggs of

other taxa of insects.

All future permit requests for the importation of natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter
would be subjected to a similar review by CDFA. USDA has noted that natural enemies of insects

are not considered plant pests and thus are not subject to regulation under their authority.

If the natural enemy trial releases show effective control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, CDFA
would release the natural enemies into a large number of locations throughout the entire
distribution of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. New natural enemies must be released in an
environment that would support their survival, so prior to release, CDFA would evaluate sites
throughout infested areas of the state in order to find optimal habitat for natural enemies. After
new natural enemies are released in the field, their impact on sharpshooter populations would be

measured carefully to determine if the new natural enemy significantly reduced the pest population.

To increase the chances that a new natural enemy would become established and have an impact on
the glassy-winged sharpshooter statewide, large numbers of the new insect must be reared and
released. Staff members from UC Riverside and CDFA have developed a rearing protocol for the
sharpshooter and associated natural enemies. CDFA has also contracted with a private insectary to
supplement rearing operations. Two insect-rearing operations have started producing natural
enemies for the control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The rearing operations are not yet fully

operational.

CDFA is committed to exploring the use of biological control in the PDCP. However, it is limited
by the ability to rear natural enemies. The process for rearing sharpshooter natural enemies is
complex. Host plants must be raised to serve as food for a colony of sharpshooters. The eggs

produced by these lab-reared sharpshooters are then used to rear the natural enemies.
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The reason why CDFA has not been able to produce great quantities of glassy-winged sharpshooter
natural enemies under the emergency program is because of low egg production. As more staff are
hired and trained, and as laboratory facilities are completed, an active research program would be

conducted to learn how to consistently produce large numbers of eggs.

Initial biological control releases would be in generally infested areas that are unlikely to be treated
with pesticides. CDFA would blend targeting sites of special concern (nurseries, citrus orchards
with integrated pest management programs), with attempts to distribute the natural enemies to
different geographic areas. The initial releases would be small-scale inoculative releases until
CDFA is able to produce large quantities of the natural enemies. If the natural enemies become
well established and prove to be very effective on their own, CDFA would evaluate the need to
continue with releases. CDFA would likely continue to ramp up production and conduct repeated,
inundative releases of natural enemies to keep field populations artificially higher than if ambient
populations were just allowed to sustain themselves. The PDCP biological control program effort
would be influenced by CDFA’s ability to rear large numbers of natural enemies and the success in
the field. If CDFA determines that effective glassy-winged sharpshooter control is achievable
without continuing releases, or that ongoing releases are yielding no benefit, then CDFA would

reconsider the utility of this control approach.

4.6.4 RAPID RESPONSE AND TREATMENT

When a viable (live) specimen of glassy-winged sharpshooter (adult, nymph, or egg mass) is
discovered in a new location, the county agricultural commissioner would act quickly to minimize
the spread of glassy-winged sharpshooters in the county. Typically, this involves the use of
pesticides. The county agricultural commissioner would usually act as the implementation agency
for all response activities. The state requires each county to prepare a rapid response plan as part of
its county PDCP workplan, should the insect be found. These plans are approved by CDFA.
Specimens found in nurseries or shipments of bulk grapes or citrus would not necessarily trigger

rapid response and treatment if the specimens are restricted to an incoming shipment.

DELIMITATION SURVEY

Immediately following the discovery of one or more life stages of a glassy-winged sharpshooter

not associated with a recent shipment of regulated products, the county agricultural commissioner
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would conduct a delimitation survey to determine the presence and extent of the possible

infestation.

A delimitation survey is an intensive, property-by-property visual survey where all properties with
host material are inspected for the presence of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The purpose is to
determine if there are more glassy-winged sharpshooters present in the area. The delimitation
survey area is all properties within % mile of a glassy-winged sharpshooter find, with each new

infested property serving as the center of another area with a % mile radius.

CDFA CONSULTATION WITH USFWS, CDFG, AND NMFS

A glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is defined by the following criteria: five or more adults
within any five day period within a 300 yard radius of each other, or the presence of multiple life
stages (e.g., adults, nymphs, and eggs). If a new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is found
outside of a nursery or shipment situation, and treatment is planned, CDFA, in conjunction with the
county agricultural commissioner, would notify the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and, where applicable, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). A communication process has been put into place that keeps these
agencies aware of pest outbreaks and planned treatments. This provides the earliest possible notice

to these agencies that the area may be included in a PDCP pesticide treatment area.

CDFA has Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with both the CDFG and USFWS outlining a
communication process for notification of pest control activities and the development of measures
to avoid adverse environmental impacts. Copies of the MOU letters are provided in Appendix L.
When a new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is discovered and the decision is made to treat,
CDFA in conjunction with the county agricultural commissioner would provide CDFG and
USFWS with maps showing the proposed treatment areas and identifying the pesticides to be used.
CDFA would consult the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for endangered,
threatened or species of concern previously reported inside or in close proximity to the treatment
area boundaries and report the results to CDFG and USFWS. If, using this information, CDFG and
USFWS conclude that the proposed PDCP activities pose a “potential jeopardy” to threatened,
endangered, or species of concern, then the agencies would develop appropriate measures to avoid

jeopardy in these sensitive areas.
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The MOUSs between CDFA and CDFG and USFWS provide a channel for communication between
these two organizations and CDFA concerning threatened and endangered species, other species of
special concern, and sensitive habitats. CDFA has altered its pest eradication protocols in the past
to accommodate requests from CDFG and USFWS concerning listed threatened and endangered
species and non-listed species and habitats of concern to these organizations. CDFA will continue
to work with both CDFG and USFWS to avoid “take” of threatened and endangered species and to

minimize adverse environmental impacts to species of concern and sensitive habitats.

Although CDFA does not have a MOU with NMFS, the format of the coordination program with
NMES is based upon the MOUSs signed with the CDFG and USFWS to address control programs
for non-native pest outbreaks. CDFA has an informal arrangement with NMFS to discuss activities
with them whenever they might impact marine mammals, ocean coastlines, or streams that empty
into the ocean. In a consultation letter dated March 26, 2001 to the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) (Appendix N), NMFS concluded that the PDCP is not likely to adversely affect salmonids
or their designated critical habitat protected by the Endangered Species Act, and Essential Fish
Habitat is not likely to be adversely affected.

The presence of threatened or endangered species or sensitive habitat may require that treatment
regimes be altered so that take of the species, or adverse modification of sensitive habitat, does not
occur. Treatment plans are designed to insure that “take” of threatened or endangered species
would not occur. This could mean that a section of riparian area is only treated partially (e.g. no
insecticides sprayed on trees above a certain height level to ensure that there is not any drift into
the associated water body) or not treated at all. Specific measures tailored to avoid impacts to
threatened and endangered species in proposed treatment areas would be developed through the

communication process described in the MOUS.

CDFA has used the process described in the MOUs to consult with CDFG and USFWS about
potential impacts of the activities undertaken during the emergency program (Appendix O). No
impacts have been identified from emergency program activities to date on either threatened or
endangered species, species of special concern, migratory birds, or sensitive habitat. Should new
glassy-winged sharpshooter infested sites be discovered in California, CDFA would consult with

CDFG, USFWS, and NMFS, as needed.
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TREATMENT OF INFESTED PROPERTIES

Once a new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is found and delimited, and appropriate federal
and state agencies have been consulted, the county agricultural commissioner would coordinate the
treatment of infested properties, in accordance with previously approved protocols and the CDFA-
approved county workplan. Typically this involves the use of pesticides as described in more
detail below. Vegetation that serves as a potential host may be removed under specific
circumstances as part of the PDCP. Host removal could occur on unmaintained cropland such as
an abandoned vineyard or orchard, from along roadsides, and elsewhere when the vegetation is
helping support a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation, and is affecting nearby viable crops.

Special-status plants or vegetation associated with sensitive habitats would not be disturbed.

As identified in Chapter 3, the glassy-winged sharpshooter is well established in Southern
California. For this reason, the goal of local programs in generally infested counties is
containment, rather than eradication. County agricultural commissioners in these areas would
continue to conduct public outreach, survey, contain the spread, and research activities, but rapid
response activities would be limited. County agricultural commissioners may coordinate
vegetation host removal on abandoned cropland or roadsides if the vegetation is supporting a
glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation that is affecting nearby cropland, or is serving as a source
of the Xylella fastidiosa bacteria. At their own discretion, growers may choose to apply pesticides
to control glassy-winged sharpshooters on their property. This would not be considered part of the

PDCP. By law, growers must comply with pesticide label restrictions.

In Northern California, the glassy-winged sharpshooter has been detected in several counties, but
has not yet become generally established. For this reason, local treatment programs generally
strive for local eradication of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, to prevent its permanent
establishment in the area. In these areas, the PDCP includes provisions for application of chemical
pesticides in non-agricultural areas. Vegetation host removal could also occur. Chemical
pesticides may be applied by ground treatment (i.e., by personnel on the ground) to non-
agricultural properties harboring the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Aerial treatment of residential
and urban areas for control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter is not included in the PDCP. A

description of proposed treatment activities is provided in more detail later in this section.

The methods chosen to treat each infested area would depend on various factors including location,

size of the infestation, presence of threatened or endangered species, likelihood of success, etc.
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Figure 4-3 presents the decision process for choosing an effective method for controlling the

glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Pesticide Selection and Use

Registered pesticides approved by the U.S. EPA and CDPR for residential and landscape use
would be used in residential and landscape areas for treatment of new infestations outside the
generally infested areas. Pesticide treatment may be either foliar (i.e. applied to the leaves of host
plants), or applied to the soil under host plants for uptake by the root system and into the

circulatory system of the plant.

Materials that have been used under the emergency program include carbaryl (Sevin [“7”]®) and
cyfluthrin (Tempo®) as foliar sprays (i.e., material sprayed on plant foliage), and imidacloprid
(Merit®) as a foliar spray or applied as a soil drench or soil injection. (The trade name of the
pesticide used in the emergency program is in parenthesis following the active ingredient.) These
pesticides would most likely continue to be used as the primary pesticides for the rapid response
program. However, other pesticides registered for use against leathoppers may be applied under
the direction of county agricultural commissioners and departments if information suggests an
advantage exists or other benefit (e.g., reduced risk). General information about Sevin (“7”)®,
Tempo®, and Merit®, including the U.S. EPA registration number, dosage, and use restrictions as
directed by the product label is provided in Tables 4-2, 4-3, 4-4 and 4-5. Product labels are
provided in Appendix M, and an evaluation of the active ingredients in these products is provided

in Appendix P.

Additional materials to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter or Pierce's disease, if any become
available, may be selected for use in the PDCP as new information about effectiveness emerges
from ongoing research and evaluations. By law, the use of these materials would have to comply
with all regulatory requirements, including satisfactory toxicity evaluations with reasonable

assurance of no harm under proposed use conditions.

Appendix P presents an evaluation of the active ingredients contained in the materials cited above,
as well as a discussion of inert ingredients. The discussions are focused on the materials as they
may be used in the PDCP, and are not intended to be comprehensive reviews on hazards that may
be associated with other applications. The descriptions of these pesticides are based on evaluations

completed by the U.S. EPA and CDPR.
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FIGURE 4-3: DECISION PROCESS FOR PESTICIDE TREATMENT RESPONSE

1. Was the glassy-winged sharpshooter found in association with a shipment of a regulated
commodity (nursery stock, bulk grapes, citrus, etc.)

Yes =»  Return, destroy or treat shipment; if appropriate, intensify survey around shipping
destination area.
No =» Increase survey to delimitation levels; go to 2.

2. Was the glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation found and treated in a previous year?

Yes =  Delimit remaining population and treat with the most effective material to eliminate or
control the population, according to established protocols.
No = Goto3.

3. Were five or more adult glassy-winged sharpshooters within a radius of 300-yards within a five-
day period, or multiple life stages, detected at a given time?

Yes =»  Infestation found in an agricultural setting (go to 4).
Infestation found in an urban/residential setting (go to 6).
Infestation found in a natural or uncultivated setting (go to 7).
No =»  Return to detection level survey effort.

4. Is elimination of the infestation feasible? (Primary consideration is the size, location and
characteristics of the infested area.)

Yes =» a. Conventional farming operation: Use any effective insecticide registered for use on the
involved crop.
b. Organic farming operation: Attempt organic methods and go to 5.

No =»  Consider area-wide treatment program to reduce impacts from pest.

5. Did organic methods eliminate the glassy-winged sharpshooter population?

Yes =  Consider organic control options for use in other treatment areas.
No =>»  Use conventional methods to eliminate pest.

6. Is elimination of infestation feasible? (Primary consideration is given to the size , location and
characteristics of the infestation.)

Yes = Select from recommended treatment options for urban/residential areas; apply according to
protocol.
No =»  Consider treatment options to slow the spread of pest to agricultural areas.

7. Is elimination of the infestation feasible? (Primary consideration is given to the size, location and
characteristics of the infestation.)

Yes =»  Working with appropriate agencies, select the most effective treatment option to eliminate
the pest while mitigating potential significant environmental impacts.

No =>»  Working with appropriate agencies, develop a program that will slow the spread of the pest
without significant environmental impacts.
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TABLE 4-2: “SEVIN ‘7’®” CARBARYL INSECTICIDE

Product Information®

Registration Number

54705-4

CDPR Product
Registration Date

August 20, 1997

Active Ingredient

Carbaryl

% Active Ingredient

41.2%

Dosage 1-4 tsp. per gallon of water

Registered Uses Registered on many fruits, vegetables, trees, and ornamental plants

PDCP Program Use”

Method of Foliar spray

Application

PDCP Frequency & Usually two treatments per season, after egg hatch, when most sharpshooters are in
Timing of the nymphal stage, prior to egg-laying by adults.

Applications

¢ Source: Sevin (“7”)® product label

b Source: CDFA

TABLE 4-3: “TEMPO® 20 WP”’ CYFLUTHRIN INSECTICIDE

Product Information®

Registration Number

3125-380

CDPR Product
Registration Date

January 19, 1989

Active Ingredient

Cyfluthrin

% Active Ingredient

20%

Dosage 5 grams of Tempo 20 WP per 1000 sq. ft.; mixed in sufficient water to adequately
cover the area being treated, but which will not allow dripping or run-off to occur.

Registered Uses Registered for use on indoor and outdoor foliage.

PDCP Program Use”

Method of Foliar spray

Application

PDCP Frequency & Usually two treatments per season, after egg hatch, when most sharpshooters are in

Timing of the nymphal stage, prior to egg-laying by adults. May be applied as a tank mix with

Applications imidacloprid.

“ Source: Tempo® 20 WP product label

b Source: CDFA
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TABLE 4-4: “MERIT® 75 WSP” IMIDACLOPRID INSECTICIDE

Product Information®

Registration Number

3125-439

CDPR Product
Registration Date

December 6, 1994

Active Ingredient

Imidacloprid

% Active Ingredient

75%

Dosage Foliar sprays (ornamentals): 1.6 oz. of product per 300 gallons of water.
Soil drenches/injections (ornamentals): 1.6 oz. of product per 24-48 cumulative
inches of tree trunk diameter, or per 24-48 cumulative feet of shrub height.
Registered Uses For foliar and systemic insect control in turfgrass, landscape ornamentals, fruit and
nut trees, and interior plantscapes.
PDCP Program Use”
Method of Foliar spray or soil drench/injection
Application
PDCP Frequency & Foliar spray: Usually two treatments per season, after egg hatch, when most
Timing of sharpshooters are in the nymphal stage, prior to egg-laying by adults. May be applied
Applications as a tank mix with cyfluthrin or other materials.

Soil drench/injection: Usually one treatment per season, timed with the “leaf flush” of
plants, or as soon as practicable following discovery of a new infestation.

“ Source: Merit® 75 WSP product label

b Source: CDFA

TABLE 4-5: “MERIT® 75 WP”’ IMIDACLOPRID INSECTICIDE

Product Information

a

Registration Number

3125-421

CDPR Product
Registration Date

February 7, 1995

Active Ingredient

Imidacloprid

% Active Ingredient

75%

Dosage Foliar sprays (ornamentals): 10 tablespoons of product per 300 gallons of water.
Soil drenches/injections (ornamentals): 1-2 oz. of product per 30 cumulative inches of
tree trunk diameter, or per 30 cumulative feet of shrub height.

Registered Uses For foliar and systemic insect control in turfgrass, landscape ornamentals, and interior
plantscapes.

PDCP Program Use”

Method of Foliar spray or soil drench/injection

Application

PDCP Frequency & | Foliar spray: Usually two treatments per season, after egg hatch, when most

Timing of sharpshooters are in the nymphal stage, prior to egg-laying by adults. May be applied

Applications as a tank mix with cyfluthrin or other materials.

Soil drench/injection: Usually one treatment per season, timed with the “leaf flush” of
plants, or as soon as practicable following discovery of a new infestation.

“ Source: Merit® 75 WP product label

b Source: CDFA
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Foliar treatments are generally timed to treat a glassy-winged sharpshooter population after egg
hatch, when most of the sharpshooters are in the nymphal stage, prior to egg-laying by adults.
Preliminary data suggest that foliar treatments using the materials listed above may have a residual

activity of up to six weeks.

Systemic treatments are usually applied early in the season timed with the “leaf flush” of plants to
ensure adequate absorption of the material, or as soon as practicable following the discovery of a

new infestation.

The following sections describe why carbaryl was initially selected for use in treating infestations
in non-agricultural areas under the emergency rapid response program, and identifies the selection

criteria used by CDFA to approve materials for incorporation into the treatment program.

Initial Decision to Use Carbaryl in the Non-Agricultural Rapid Response Program

On June 1, 2000, CDFA convened a conference call of its Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Science
Advisory Panel to discuss the newly-discovered glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation in
Porterville, Tulare County. The Panel was apprised of the situation in Porterville. In earlier
discussions, the Panel members had reviewed treatment options for the sharpshooter and concurred
that chemical insecticides were currently the only known effective control options for the pest. In
light of the urgent need to slow the spread of the pest, panel members concurred that a rapid
response consisting of a treatment program using chemical pesticides was needed. When asked by
CDFA to identify insecticides that were known or were believed to be effective against the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, Panel members noted that most organophosphate, carbamate, and pyrethroid

insecticides should work. Specific materials mentioned were chlorpyrifos, cyfluthrin, and carbaryl.

Recognizing the need for immediate action against the pest, CDFA staff evaluated the

recommendations of the Science Advisory Panel, using the following criteria:

e  Was the material likely or known to be effective against the glassy-winged sharpshooter?
e Was it registered for use in non-agricultural/residential settings in California?

e Was it registered for use on the broad range of ornamental and food plants likely to be

encountered in non-agricultural/residential settings in California?

e Did CDFA have any field experience with the material from past pest prevention projects?
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e Was the material readily available in the amounts necessary to treat a large non-agricultural

area?

Based on these criteria, CDFA selected carbaryl for use in Porterville. The key factors in the

decision included the following:

e Carbaryl had been recommended by the Science Advisory Panel.
e Carbaryl was registered for use in non-agricultural/residential settings in California.
e Carbaryl had the greatest breadth of ornamental and food crop uses on its label.

e CDFA had used carbaryl in a similar manner for a Japanese beetle program and clearly
understood operational limitations on its use (such as the potential for phytotoxicity on plants if

applied when air temperatures are too hot).

e The toxicological and environmental aspects of foliar applications of carbaryl had been
reviewed in an Environmental Impact Report produced by CDFA for its gypsy moth
eradication program (CDFA 1992)

e Carbaryl was readily available in sufficient quantities.

Selection Criteria for Pesticides for Use in the Program

Because carbaryl was the first material used in the emergency program, it has become the
“benchmark” against which all other materials are compared for inclusion into the non-agricultural
portion of the program. Figure 4-4 contains a flowchart outlining CDFA's treatment selection
process. CDFA has reviewed a large number of insecticides registered for use in non-agricultural
settings in California for their potential use in the program (Appendix Q). Although much
information--especially about effectiveness against glassy-winged sharpshooters--is lacking, the
data are sufficient to determine which products merit further review. A number of materials were

eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Appendix Q.

Those eliminated from further consideration either lack efficacy against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, have operational limitations that render them ineffective or inappropriate for use in
this program, or do not meet the criteria of having a better toxicity and health/environmental risk

profile than the benchmark, carbaryl.
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FIGURE 4-4: CDFA TREATMENT SELECTION PROCESS

1. Is the material effective against NO
glassy-winged sharpshooter Remove from consideration
nymphs/adults?
i YES
2. Is material effective against NO
glassy-winged sharpshooter Reduces potential usefulness
eggs?
l' YES
3. Is material currently registered NO Hold f furth iderati
for use in California? u:til r::;ri';t;eder considaration
v YES
4. Is the material less toxic or less NO ) . .
harmful to the environment than Consider for use in special
carbaryl?’ circumstances
¢ YES
5. Is the material currently registered NO
for use in residential areas? Consider for use in special
circumstances
v YES
6. Is residual activity of material
equal to or greater than that of NO Consider for use in special
carbaryl?
y circumstances where residual
activity is not needed or desirable
¢ YES
7. Is material registered for use on NO
as broad a spectrum of residential Consider for use in special
plants (including ornamentals P
and food plants) as carbaryl? clrcumstances
¢ YES
8. Is the material free of conditions? NO . . .
on use that limit its usefulness? Sﬁ;‘j:g:{;:;e?; L’(‘J:zﬁ‘i’t')?"s
do not prohibit effective use
¢ YES
INCORPORATE INTO PROGRAM
AS TREATMENT OPTION

1 Include considerations of: human, vertebrate, and non-target arthropod toxicity; potential ground water contamination; secondary pest
outbreak potential; phytotoxicity, etc.

2 Includes: burning of treated plants if applied when temperatures exceed those listed on label, may not be applied to food crops, must
be applied only by licensed applicators, etc.
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Table 4-6 identifies pesticide active ingredients that so far have passed CDFA's treatment selection

process and might be used in non-agricultural settings in the PDCP.

TABLE 4-6: PESTICIDES AVAILABLE FOR USE IN NON-AGRICULTURAL AREAS
AGAINST THE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER

Active Ingredient
Allethrin Diatomaceous earth Potash soap
Beauveria bassiana Dimilin Pyrethrin
Bifenthrin Esfenvalerate Pyrethrin and PBO
Carbaryl Fenoxycarb Resmethrin
Cinnamaldehyde Fenpropathrin Tau-fluvalinate
Cyfluthrin Imidacloprid Tebufenozide
Lamda cyhalothren Kinoprene Tetramethrin
Cypermethrin Malathion Thiamethoxam
Cyromazine Permethrin Tralomethrin
Deltamethrin Phenothrin Triforine

Source: CDFA 2001 (Appendix Q).

TREATMENTS IN AREAS OUTSIDE THE GENERALLY INFESTED AREAS

In areas where glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations are limited and the goal of the local
program is suppression or eradication of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, county agricultural
commissioners may require growers to treat their crops with registered pesticides suitable for
leafthopper control. Growers/owners may apply treatments through ground-based foliar spraying,
or soil drenches, or aerial spraying. These treatments are standard agricultural practice and are the
responsibility of the farm operator. All appropriate precautions, as specified on the product label,
would be taken by applicators. Pesticides would be used according to registration and label
directions. Nurseries may be required to hold shipments until all host material within the nursery is
treated by the nursery with a properly registered pesticide to control the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, as specified by PDCP shipment regulations or protocols. The primary result of any
mandate to commercial growers and nurserymen to treat for glassy-winged sharpshooter is a

possible increase in the use of some pesticides at an economic cost to the grower.

CDFA is evaluating the efficacy of control methods suitable for organic growers. Several different
approaches have been tried, including trial releases of biological control agents and use of organic-
approved pesticides. In general these approaches have not proven to be as effective at controlling

the glassy-winged sharpshooter and therefore are not recommended. (See Chapter 8 for a more
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detailed discussion of the efficacy of alternate control methods.) The decision to use non-
conventional pesticide approaches in the PDCP would be made on a case-by-case basis by CDFA
and the county agricultural commissioner. The use of organic-approved pesticide approaches to

control the glassy-winged sharpshooter would continue to be explored by CDFA.

In locations outside generally infested areas, the PDCP also includes provisions for application of
pesticides in non-agricultural areas. It may be necessary to apply pesticides to non-agricultural
properties harboring the glassy-winged sharpshooter to keep it from spreading. In areas outside of
the generally infested areas of the state, CDFA recommends treatment of properties up to 300 yards

away from any known infested property to ensure all infested properties are treated.

When a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation in non-agricultural areas is detected where the local
goal is eradication or suppression, the county agricultural commissioner would coordinate and
oversee the treatment program, according to the county’s PDCP workplan. The authority for
mandating such treatments is set out in the California Food and Agricultural Code, Section 5401 et

seq., and is described in Section 4.3.

Biological control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter may be a preferred “treatment” option. As
described in Section 4.6.3, current efforts of the biological control program focus on establishing
rearing facilities and populations to rear the large numbers of natural enemies needed for release in
various locations. Exploration would continue for biological agents that attack the adult, nymphal,
and egg stages of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. However, until an effective biological control
program is developed, the more effective means of slowing the spread of the glassy-winged

sharpshooter is to treat isolated infestations with an appropriate pesticide.

As described in Section 4.6.1, all treatment programs in non-agricultural areas would be preceded
by public outreach meetings, held within affected areas at convenient locations. These meetings
are designed to inform area residents of the program, what to expect, and how to prepare in
advance, as well as answering questions and addressing individual concerns. Residents would be
invited to these meetings through a combination of direct mail, personal contact, local media, and
door flyers. In addition, occupants of all properties that would be treated as well as adjacent
neighbors, would receive notification informing them of the applications prior to the treatment.

This notice would include a product label and a local helpline telephone number for further
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assistance. Notification materials may be translated into other languages to meet the needs of

individual communities.

Schools, day care centers, rest homes, hospitals, etc. that are near treatment areas would be notified
by direct communication to administrators (with schedules provided in writing), including
information on whether or not that location is directly affected. If these locations undergo
treatment, administrators of affected properties would be consulted and special scheduling

(weekends or off-time hours) of applications arranged, if necessary.

The decision to treat a non-agricultural area resides with the county agricultural commissioner, in
consultation with CDFA. Pesticide applications would be made by licensed pest control operators
under the direct supervision of county agricultural departments and/or CDFA staff. All pest control
operators would undergo training in CDFA-approved ground treatment protocols to ensure public
safety, environmental protection, and quality assurance. The county agricultural commissioners
would designate properties that require treatment and the chemical(s) to be used, the rate(s) of
application, the host(s) to be treated, and any related protocols such as timing of treatments,
number of applications, environmental restrictions, etc. The selection of any material and the

course of action must be approved by CDFA in advance prior to application.

POST-TREATMENT EVALUATION

Multiple surveys of treated properties would be conducted following treatments to assess the
population levels of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, and determine the efficacy of the treatment.
Depending on local factors, the timing of post-treatment surveys may be adjusted in order to
maximize the probability of detection. This monitoring would continue for one or more life cycles

of the pest.

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING

Environmental monitoring of pesticide treatments and treatment areas in non-agricultural areas
would be arranged for by CDFA and conducted by the CDPR to ensure proper application of the
treatments. The Environmental Hazards Assessment Program (EHAP) of CDPR would conduct
monitoring of selected pesticide treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the
applied material in surface, irrigation, and storm runoff water, turf, soil, and air. Additionally,

representative backyard vegetables and fruits could be sampled. In the event that ecologically
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sensitive areas are present, toxicity to aquatic organisms will also be determined in surface water.
The monitoring data would be used by CDFA to verify proper application rates and coverage and
to monitor the environmental fate of the applied material. The data from environmental monitoring
would be reviewed to ensure that applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels.

Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if application methods needed to be adjusted,

and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be modified accordingly.

The CDPR environmental monitoring protocols, including sampling methods, are provided in
Appendix R. The proposed monitoring plan follows general models used in previous studies of
insecticides applied by CDFA in prior eradication projects. This proposed monitoring plan would
be followed in each new treatment area. More than one application event may be monitored; the
total number of events to be monitored would be decided when the extent of the treatment program
is known. The final matrices and total numbers of samples collected would be determined once
this information is available. The monitoring data would be used by CDFA to verify proper

application rate and coverage.

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS / TOXICITY TESTING

Environmental Monitoring Results from the Emergency Program

Monitoring results from the application of carbaryl in non-agricultural areas in Tulare, Fresno,
Sacramento, Contra Costa, and Butte counties in the year 2000 during the emergency program are
provided in Appendix S and summarized below. The latest monitoring results from each area

treated can be found on the internet at http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/gwss/reports.htm.

CDPR took samples from application equipment to determine the concentration of active pesticide
ingredients. According to product label-directions, the target concentration for carbaryl after
dilution is 0.11% to 0.21%. The applicators in Fresno, Sacramento, Contra Costa, and Butte
Counties consistently achieved targeted label rates. Higher concentrations were noted in Tulare
County. Once the higher concentration was noted, the mixing procedures were revised to achieve

the correct concentration. Additional tank samples were then taken by CDPR.

CDPR found that air concentrations of carbaryl were found mostly at treated properties or those
immediately adjacent. Currently there is no acute inhalation exposure limit established for

carbaryl. CDPR has adopted 51.7 g/m’ as an interim health screening level (Sanborn, 2000). The
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highest concentration detected by air monitoring during actual application was at least 50 fold

lower than the interim health screening level.

CDPR detected carbaryl at two surface water locations: (1) a drinking water treatment basin, and
(2) a home fishpond in Sacramento County. The 0.125 parts-per-billion (ppb) detected at the
drinking water treatment basin was well below the drinking water health action level of 60 ppb
established by the California Department of Health Services (CDHS, 2000). The home fishpond,
which had 6.94 ppb of carbaryl, resulted from the resident hosing down treated surfaces, causing

water to runoff into the ground-level fishpond.

Residue monitoring on foliage found that, in general, the foliar coverages were relatively uniform.
Higher foliar residue levels were detected in Tulare County, reflecting the higher rate used as
shown by the tank mix samples. These levels were comparable to safe reentry levels for citrus.
CDPR residue monitoring on produce samples found all residues of carbaryl were below the
tolerance (i.e., within acceptable levels) for carbaryl of 10 parts-per-million (ppm) for all

commodities sampled.

4.6.5 RESEARCH

A research program was initiated under the emergency program and would continue under the
proposed PDCP. It is a coordinated effort to meet the long-term goal of reducing the impacts of
Xylella fastidiosa on susceptible crops, including grape, almond, and oleander, and the short-term
goal of controlling the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The research component of the PDCP is a joint
effort among CDFA, Caltrans, USDA, the University of California (UC), affected counties, and
industry groups. This effort is coordinated through the Research Subcommittee of the Pierce’s
Disease Advisory Task Force. The Subcommittee has representatives from the grape, citrus,
nursery stock, and almond industries, and from CDFA, USDA, and UC. There are currently over
forty scientists working on more than sixty projects funded by the state and federal government and
private industry. Data collection, research, experiment management, and resource evaluation
activities that do not result in major disturbances to an environmental resource are categorically

exempt from CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15306).

To date, over 8 million dollars from public and private sources have been committed to a number

of research efforts (Appendix T). The funded research combines short and long-term goals with




PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 4: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

basic and applied research efforts to maximize the chances of developing the tools needed to solve

the problems caused by Xylella fastidiosa in California, as follows:

e Short-term research goals focus on finding the tools needed to reduce the natural and artificial
spread of the sharpshooter, including better understanding of the biology of the sharpshooter,

and finding biological control agents.

e Medium-term objectives include learning how the sharpshooter selects host plants, analysis of
the epidemiology of Pierce’s disease, and determining if cultural practices can reduce plant

infection rates.

e Long-term research focuses on Pierce’s disease, including developing plant resistance to the

disease.

CDFA would continue to focus on the ongoing development of the biological control element. As
described in Section 4.6.3, several releases of Gonatocerus triguttatus, a tiny stingless wasp that
parasitizes glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs, have been made throughout the state. Scientists from
UC and CDFA are monitoring these release sites to determine if the wasps established and are
having an impact on glassy-winged sharpshooter populations. Currently mass rearing operations
for the wasp are not yet fully operational. Research would continue under the proposed PDCP to
improve rearing operations and to determine the effectiveness of biological control agents against

the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

CDFA initiated a pilot project in fall 2001 to study the effectiveness of constructing screens around
nurseries to protect nursery stock from infestation by the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Shipment of
nursery stock is a means for glassy-winged sharpshooters to move to uninfested areas. It is likely
that this research would continue under the proposed PDCP. CDFA would share the results of the
study with nursery owners and growers, who, if it is proven effective, may choose to use screens as
a control method. The screens could be between 15 and 25 feet high and made of a mesh material

similar to shade cloth. This research project would involve only a few nurseries.

The General Beale Road/Kern County pilot project is a research effort currently being conducted
by researchers to study the effectiveness of different control methods on the glassy-winged
sharpshooter in a large, agriculturally-diverse area. It is a cooperative effort involving federal,

state, and local agencies, the University of California, and industry. The goal of the project is to
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develop and test management options for the control of glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s

disease.

The PDCP would hold an annual research symposium at which researchers would detail results of
their studies from the previous year to their peers and other professionals, and in a separate, less
technical program, to the public. The first such full symposium took place in San Diego in early

December 2001.

The current chairperson of the Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force is also on the review panels
for most of the industry groups funding Pierce’s disease and glassy-winged sharpshooter research
and on the review panel for most UC funding efforts. This ensures maximum coordination among

the funding agencies and helps to eliminate duplication of research efforts.

4.7 USES OF THE EIR

As noted previously, CDFA is responsible for statewide development and coordination of the
PDCP, with county agricultural commissioners or other agencies designated by the County Boards
of Supervisors being responsible for local implementation, under direction from CDFA. CDFG,
USFWS, and NMFS would be consulted as appropriate when PDCP activities are planned on
property or resources under the control or stewardship of one of these agencies. This would
include activities planned in the vicinity of sensitive habitats or the habitat of threatened or
endangered species. Table 4-7 identifies agencies that may use this EIR in their decision-making.
A more detailed description of the roles of the decision-making and consulting agencies is provided

in Section 4.4 of this chapter.

CDFA receives a portion of the program funding for the emergency program from USDA. Use of
federal funding is limited by agreement to conducting survey activities in various California
counties for the glassy-winged sharpshooter, which are not the activities that may cause
environmental effects. It is likely that USDA would continue to provide federal funding for survey
activities in cooperation with the proposed PDCP. Because the federal funding does not support
activities leading to environmental consequences, no significant adverse effects would occur. Any

NEPA compliance requirements for the federal funding are being addressed by USDA.
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This EIR may be used by CDFA to codify program elements, adopt PDCP regulations, and approve
protocols, guidelines, workplans, and other elements developed to implement the PDCP. Standards
and prescriptions for the emergency program have been adopted by emergency regulations
contained in CCR Title 3, Chapter 4, Section 3650-3663. These regulations may be amended to
further accomplish program purposes and further define the roles and responsibilities of CDFA and
local agencies. The regulations will also be subjected to additional public review and comment,
and may be amended for clarification and simplification, as necessary. Protocols and standards
developed for the emergency program are provided as appendices to this Draft EIR. The glassy-
winged sharpshooter statewide survey protocols (Appendix H), nursery shipping protocols
(Appendix I), and a sample workplan (Appendix G) are provided. The standards for the movement
of bulk grapes, plants, and bulk citrus are included in CDFA’s Plant Quarantine Manual (pertinent
sections provided in Appendix D). Similar protocols and sample workplans would be adopted for

the proposed PDCP.

TABLE 4-7: AGENCIES WHICH MAY USE THIS EIR IN THEIR DECISION-MAKING

e California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA)
e  County Boards of Supervisors

e The agency designated by each county’s Board of Supervisors to implement

the PDCP (typically county agricultural commissioners)
e (alifornia Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

This EIR may also be used by CDFA and designated local agencies to approve PDCP control
activities against glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations throughout the state. CDFA may provide
logistical support including carrying out any activity which is the responsibility of the designated

local agency. Table 4-8 identifies the approvals that would be required to implement the program.

After completion of the Final EIR, CDFA will review the EIR for adequacy and consider it for
certification pursuant to the requirements of Section 15090 of the State CEQA Guidelines. If the
Final EIR is certified, CDFA may make a decision on whether to approve the proposed PDCP.

Please refer to Chapter 1 for more information on the environmental review process.
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TABLE 4-8: PERMITS AND OTHER APPROVALS

e CDFA approval of the proposed PDCP

e CDFA adoption of PDCP regulations, standards, and guidelines
e CDFA adoption of guidelines to implement the PDCP

e CDFA approval of each county’s PDCP workplan

e  County adoption of their local PDCP workplan

e CDFA and county approval of other implementing actions

CDFA would review and approve county workplans. County PDCP workplans would be examined
in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be
prepared (State CEQA Guidelines 15168 (¢)). Counties would incorporate additional program
safeguards identified in the program EIR into county PDCP workplans if required. If a county
finds that, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no new environmental effects would
occur, or no mitigation measures would be required, CDFA can approve the workplan as being

within the scope of the project covered by the program, and the county may adopt the workplan.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, additional CEQA documents would not
need to be prepared for individual Pierce’s disease control projects consistent with the PDCP,

unless CDFA or the implementing county determines that:

e Substantial changes in the project or variations in a county’s workplan are proposed that would
involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of

previously identified significant effects, or

e Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken that would involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase

in the severity of previously identified significant effects, or

e Significant new information shows a need for additional analysis and disclosure of the

environmental impacts of the program.

If any of the above conditions exists, or if activities outside the scope of the proposed PDCP are
planned that may entail previously unrecognized or new environmental impacts, either CDFA or
the implementing local agency would be required to provide an environmental review of those

activities.




5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This chapter consists of four sub-chapters that address the potential environmental impacts
associated with the implementation of the proposed PDCP: Agriculture and Land Use, Hazards,
Water Quality, and Biological Resources. Each chapter follows the same format, and consists of

the following subsections:

e The Existing Setting section describes current conditions with regard to the environmental
factor reviewed and the existing laws and regulations in place to ensure environmental impacts

with regard to the environmental factor are minimized.

e The Thresholds of Significance provide guidance on how an impact is judged to be significant
in this EIR. These thresholds are based on the State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G,

Environmental Checklist Form).

e The Environmental Analysis section provides an assessment of the potential impacts of the
proposed PDCP, and tells why impacts were found to be significant or less than significant, or
why there is no environmental impact. All impact conclusions are numbered. Mitigation
measures and/or PDCP safeguards are numbered to correspond with impact conclusions. A

summary of potential cumulative impacts is provided in Chapter 7 of this EIR.
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5.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

This chapter includes a description of potential environmental impacts to agriculture and land use
that could occur with the implementation of the proposed PDCP. Several PDCP components
typically would not cause changes to the physical environment and thus would not have the
potential to cause adverse environmental effects to agriculture and land use. These activities
include research, public outreach, and survey and detection efforts. For this reason, the analysis in

this chapter focuses only on the contain the spread and rapid response elements of the PDCP.

Some agriculture and land use effects are not typically considered "environmental" as defined by
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The State CEQA Guidelines direct that economic or social
effects of a project not be treated as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131(a)). In many cases, land use issues related to temporary disruption of use, or
inconvenience, would be considered social effects, rather than physical environmental

consequences.

Although economic and social effects are not defined as environmental issues, they are to be
considered by public agencies when considering whether or not to approve a proposed project
(refer to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)). Thus, discussions of economic and social
effects are contained in this chapter to provide information to the community and decision-makers

so that a balanced decision can be made.

5.1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PDCP activities could occur in all areas of the state where Pierce's disease and/or the glassy-
winged sharpshooter could cause damage. In non-agricultural areas, control measures could be
used on a variety of lands, including residential yards, commercial and industrial areas, and public

land, such as parks, school grounds, and transportation right-of-ways.

Pesticides are used throughout the state by growers, homeowners, commercial property-owners and
public agencies. Pesticides are used by growers for production agriculture and post harvest
fumigation, and by property owners for pest control around buildings and structures, landscape
maintenance, and home and garden use. Pesticides are commonly used by state and local
jurisdictions for pest control on right-of-ways, for public health purposes (including mosquito

abatement work), for regulatory pest control, and for control and/or eradication of pest infestations.
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5.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Pursuant to the suggested thresholds in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed

program would have a significant environmental impact related to land use if it would:
e Physically divide an established community (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Conlflict with an applicable land use policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Convert farmland to non-agricultural use, or involve changes to the environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversions of farmland to non-agricultural use (State
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Conlflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract (State CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Result in economic or social changes that would lead to physical changes to the environment
that are considered significant (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131).

The following analysis considers the components of the PDCP that have the potential to result in a
physical impact on the environment. In addition, this chapter provides a discussion of potential
social effects (e.g., land use disturbance that causes an inconvenience, but does not lead to a

significant physical impact on the environment).

An analysis of the potential hazards related to the use of pesticides is provided in Chapter 5.2. In
addition, please refer to Chapter 5.4 for an analysis of the effects of the PDCP on biological

resources, including effects on beneficial insects.

5.1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The components of the PDCP that have a potential to affect land uses are those actions that could
result in a disruption of normal use activities, including agriculture and other types of uses. These
actions include regulatory requirements for the shipment of agricultural commodities and treatment
and control. Under the rapid response aspect of the program, non-agricultural areas could be
treated with pesticides by ground crews if deemed appropriate by CDFA and the local county
agricultural commissioner. This may occur when a new infestation is discovered outside of the
generally infested area. No aerial treatment of pesticides over residential or urban areas is included

in the PDCP.
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In addition to the use of pesticides, the PDCP could also affect land use through the construction of
facilities for rearing natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. This issue is also

discussed in the following analysis.

This section also considers whether the proposed PDCP would result in a negative environmental
impact to agriculture. These considerations include the potential for the program to convert

farmland to non-agricultural use or result in conflicts with agricultural zoning regulations.

PHYSICAL DIVISION OF A COMMUNITY

Impact LU-1: In general, the PDCP would not result in physical alterations to the landscape.
Although the PDCP may require additional greenhouses or other facilities, development of
these types of facilities would be limited in size and located in existing research or
agricultural areas. Thus, no physical division of a community would occur. Consequently,

there would be no significant effect.

The PDCP could affect agricultural operations by requiring additional pesticide treatment and
inspections of agricultural shipments. These activities could be disruptive, but would not result in a
physical division of a community. In general, the activities related to the PDCP do not involve
physical development or activities which would permanently change land uses. Although CDFA
may require additional greenhouses and/or other facilities to continue research related to the
biological control aspect of the program, it is anticipated that existing facilities would be leased by
CDFA. If new facilities are required, they would most likely be developed on lands that are
currently being used for agricultural purposes or a similar compatible use. Thus, greenhouse,
laboratory, or other facilities that may be required would not be a significant change in land use,
and would not result in a physical division of existing land uses. Further, additional environmental
review of these facilities would occur when they are proposed for development, as required by

Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional environmental review of new facilities would occur when they are proposed for

development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
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RESTRICTIONS ON THE MOVEMENT OF GOODS AND VEHICLES

Impact LU-2: The PDCP includes restrictions on the movement of goods and vehicles. These
restrictions could cause an inconvenience to producers, shippers, and receivers. Although the
agricultural community could experience economic effects from shipment delays, these delays
would benefit the overall economic health of the agricultural community by controlling
Pierce's disease. Further, the inconveniences and economic effects related to the restrictions
included in the PDCP would not result in physical changes to the environment, so no

environmental impact would occur.

As previously described in Chapter 4, the PDCP includes regulations requiring the inspection of
nursery stock, bulk grapes, and citrus, and reasonable assurance that shipments are free of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter. These regulations include the standards, certification requirements,
and exemptions for the movement of bulk grapes, bulk citrus, and nursery stock from glassy-
winged sharpshooter infested areas to non-infested areas. A copy of the shipment protocols for
nurseries is provided in Appendix I. The emergency regulations for bulk grapes, plants, and bulk

citrus are included in the CDFA Plant Quarantine Manual section provided in Appendix D.

The purpose of the regulations is to prevent the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter to new
areas of the state. This would be achieved by regulating shipments of host plants and plant
materials. To implement the regulations, surveillance for the glassy-winged sharpshooter would be
strengthened at California’s agricultural inspection stations and intrastate restrictions on those
commodities that present a high risk of spreading glassy-winged sharpshooter would be enforced.
Any grape grower, citrus grower, or nursery located in a glassy-winged sharpshooter infested area
planning to ship bulk grapes, citrus, or nursery stock to areas outside the infested area would be
required to comply with the glassy-winged sharpshooter control regulations. Regulations may also

cover other commodities found to present a risk of moving the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

If any glassy-winged sharpshooter life stages are discovered in a shipment, the county may allow
the shipment to be treated, or reject all or part of the shipment, and elect to have it destroyed. In
some cases, growers may use pesticides to meet shipment protocols. Further information on the

potential for hazards related to use of these pesticides is provided in Chapter 5.2.
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These regulations would slow the movement of these commodities to other areas at a cost to
growers, shippers, and receivers, and could result in economic effects to these parties. However,

this would not result in physical changes to the environment.

Mitigation Measure LU-2: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE OF OCCUPANTS IN NON-AGRICULTURAL
TREATMENT AREAS

Impact LU-3: Under the rapid response component of the PDCP, non-agricultural areas
could be treated with pesticides by ground crews. Residents and other site occupants would
be notified prior to application of pesticides, and would be advised to avoid treated areas
until re-entry conditions are met (typically approximately two hours). Providing ground
crew access and avoiding treated areas could temporarily disrupt use of the treatment sites,
which would cause an inconvenience to residents and occupants. However, this temporary
inconvenience would not result in a significant effect to the physical environment, as defined
by CEQA. (For a discussion of the potential for hazards related to pesticide use, please refer
to Chapter 5.2.)

When a new infestation is discovered in a non-agricultural area, county agricultural commissioners
may determine that implementation of a pesticide treatment program is necessary. Residents and
occupants would be notified prior to application of pesticides. Access to residential and
commercial yards would need to be provided to the ground crews. Schools, day care centers, rest
homes, hospitals, etc. that are nearby or within any proposed treatment area would be notified by
direct communication to administrators (with schedules provided in writing). Affected
administrators would be consulted to arrange special scheduling (weekends or off-time hours) for

pesticide applications.

It is anticipated that treatment would occur pursuant to consent of the landowner. If a landowner
declines to consent to treatment, the county agricultural commissioner may exercise the authority
conferred by the Food and Agricultural Code to abate public nuisances and treat the property. To
exercise the abatement authority, the commissioner would be required to first obtain a warrant to
enter the property. Historically, such actions are unusual and are only taken as a last resort when

attempts to achieve voluntary cooperation are unsuccessful.
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Residents would be advised to avoid treated areas until re-entry conditions are met (generally,
when the pesticide is dry). In most cases, the pesticides would dry within two hours. Variables
like temperature, weather, wind, amount applied, amount of shade, presence of other moisture

(dew, irrigation), etc. can affect how long it takes the material to dry.

Providing ground crew access and avoiding the treated areas may be an inconvenience for some
residents. However, this inconvenience would not result in a change in the physical environment,

thus there would be no significant environmental effect.

Mitigation Measure LU-3: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

DISRUPTION OF COMMERCIAL BEE COLONIES

Impact LU-4: The proposed PDCP could result in temporary loss of some wild and hobby-
kept bees. County agricultural commissioners would notify registered beekeepers within the
treatment boundaries about program activities and hobbyist beekeepers would be notified of
program activities through the general community notification process. Although measures
are available to beekeepers to protect their bees, some loss could occur. However, loss of
individual bees does not necessarily result in the loss of the bee colony. Such losses would not
decrease bee populations below self-sustaining levels, because pesticide applications are
limited to infestation areas and untreated areas would be accessible to the colony. Thus,
impacts to bee colonies resulting from the PDCP are considered less than significant. For

further discussion, refer to chapter 5.4.

Under the proposed PDCP, pesticides could be used during agricultural shipment and in the rapid
response element. Many of the pesticides that could be used in the PDCP are toxic to bees. This
section addresses the potential land use disturbances associated with the potential for temporary
bee population reductions. The biological resource impacts by pesticides on beneficial insects are

discussed further in Chapter 5.4.

Local county agricultural commissioners would notify registered beekeepers within the treatment
boundaries about program activities in their area prior to treatment, so that the beekeepers can take
whatever action they deem prudent to protect their beehives. Hobbyist beekeepers within treated

areas would be notified of program activities as part of the general notification process.
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Pesticide label instructions directed at minimizing potential impacts to bees include avoiding
treatment and drift to blooming crops or weeds. Measures beekeepers can take to protect their
colonies include covering the colonies, screening the entrance of hives, or moving hives away from
the treatment area. Treatment would be limited to specific infested areas, so untreated areas would

be available to the colony.

Despite these precautions, it is anticipated that there would be some loss of wild and hobby-kept
bees and other pollinators. Based on CDFA experience and studies in prior eradication programs,
these losses would be temporary in duration and limited in scope (Gary and Mussen, 1984).
Although this could potentially cause short-term economic impacts to commercial beekeepers, this

would not result in a significant change in the physical environment.

Mitigation Measure LU-4: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards to minimize the effect to bees include notification of registered
beekeepers about program activities in their area prior to treatment. With this notification,
beekeepers could take whatever action they deem prudent to protect their beehives. In addition,
pesticide label instructions often prohibit application of the pesticide or allowing it to drift to

blooming plants and weeds if bees are visiting the treatment area.

DISRUPTION OF PEST MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

Impact LU-5: The PDCP could result in a loss of some beneficial insect species that are a part
of pest management programs. Such a loss could result in a disruption of normal
agricultural operations. As a result, pest management programs may need to be adjusted
where pesticide control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter is required. This disruption could
result in an inconvenience and economic effects to growers; however, no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated from the operational shift. (For a discussion of the

potential for hazards related to pesticide use, please refer to Chapter 5.2.)

In addition to impacts to bees, other beneficial or desirable species may also suffer temporary
population reductions, e.g., ladybird beetles, lacewings, etc. Re-population from surrounding areas
would occur when treatments cease. If chemical pesticide treatments are required for crops where
pest management practices rely on the presence of beneficial insect populations (e.g., some citrus

orchards), disruption of normal agricultural operations may be experienced. In integrated pest
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management programs, beneficial insects are used to keep down populations of unwanted pests. If
existing populations of beneficial insects are drastically altered, growers may find it necessary to
increase their use of pesticides to combat pests other than glassy-winged sharpshooters. Such
disruption in an established pest management program may lead to economic losses. Although this
would result in an inconvenience to growers, this disruption would not result in a significant impact

to the physical environment.

Mitigation Measure LU-5: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

FACILITIES FOR THE BIOLOGICAL CONTROL COMPONENT OF THE PDCP

Impact LU-6: The PDCP may require the construction of additional greenhouses or other
facilities. Where possible, existing facilities would be used. However, new facilities could be
developed if existing facilities are not available. These facilities are anticipated to be located
within existing agricultural areas or research facility sites. Thus, no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated with the development of potential new greenhouses

and laboratory facilities.

The biological control component of the PDCP would require the use of greenhouses and
laboratory facilities to rear adequate numbers of biological control agents for release. Separate
greenhouses and laboratories would be needed for raising plants, glassy-winged sharpshooters, and

natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Under the emergency program, rearing operations have been conducted at locations in Kern and
Riverside counties. Future plans call for renovating two large greenhouses in Riverside County to
produce the biological control agents. As rearing operations expand, CDFA may procure
additional greenhouse and laboratory facilities. CDFA may lease space in existing greenhouses

and laboratory facilities or, if necessary, build new facilities.

Although the exact locations of future CDFA facilities have not been determined, it is anticipated
that they would be located in agricultural areas, near potential release sites or at existing research
facilities. Where possible, CDFA would use existing greenhouses and laboratory facilities. When

existing facilities are used, land disturbance would not occur. If CDFA determines that new
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facilities are required, they would be developed in areas where they are permitted uses under local

zoning and land use regulations.

No significant environmental impacts are anticipated from the development of new facilities
associated with the PDCP. Additional environmental review of these facilities would occur when
they are proposed for development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA

Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure LU-6: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional environmental review of new facilities would occur when they are proposed for

development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

DISRUPTION OF ORGANIC FARMING

Impact LU-7: PDCP-related applications of pesticides could lead to temporary withdrawal of
organic certifications for growers. Although this effect could be economically adverse to
growers who wish to market organic products, it is not considered an impact to the physical
environment under CEQA. Organic farms could be temporarily converted to non-organic
farms; however, this conversion would not result in a conversion of agricultural lands to non-

agricultural use. This impact is less than significant according to CEQA.

Under the proposed PDCP, organic growers may be required to use pesticides to control the spread
of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. As part of the emergency program, CDFA is evaluating the use
of biological control agents and organic-approved pesticides to control the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. As discussed in the program description, biological control agents have not yet
proven to be sufficiently effective against the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Similarly, CDFA has
found, based on available data, that natural pesticides and non-pesticide options, including
biological control or physical controls, would not effectively lower glassy-winged sharpshooter
numbers. (See Chapter 8 for a more detailed discussion of the efficacy of alternate control
methods.) For these reasons, county agricultural commissioners may require organic growers to
use conventional pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter when new infestations are

found in organic cropland.

The PDCP regulations include the standards, certification requirements, and exemptions for the

movement of bulk grapes, bulk citrus, and nursery stock from glassy-winged sharpshooter infested
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areas to non-infested areas. Any grape grower, citrus grower, or nursery located in a glassy-
winged sharpshooter infested area planning to ship bulk grapes, citrus or nursery stock to counties
outside the known infested area would be required to comply with the glassy-winged sharpshooter
control regulations, including organic growers. Regulations may also cover other commodities
found to present a risk of moving the glassy-winged sharpshooter. If any viable glassy-winged
sharpshooter life stages were discovered during the inspections required under the program, the
county may allow the treatment of a shipment or reject all or part of the shipment and elect to have
it destroyed or returned. Thus, an organic grower could be required to either treat their shipment

with a pesticide, or be required to destroy or return the shipment.

PDCP-related applications of pesticides could lead to temporary withdrawal of certification from
organic-certifying organizations. Although this effect could be economically adverse to those
wishing to market organic products, it is not considered an impact to the physical environment.
Growers required to treat their crops or shipments could continue to market their commodities as
conventional produce (non-organic). Further, the conversion of an organic farm to a non-organic
farm would not be considered a significant adverse environmental effect to agriculture since it

would not result in the conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural use.

In addition, it is noteworthy that the limited treatment of organic agricultural lands does not
necessarily mean that a grower would lose the ability to label and market produce as “organic.”
California organic food statutes allow for the labeling and sale of organic produce treated with
synthetic chemicals when such treatment is beyond the control of the grower (such as from drift or
state eradication or control projects; see the California Organic Foods Act of 1990, California
Health and Safety Code, Section 110825). The requirement is that residues on treated organic
crops be less than 5% of the established U.S. EPA crop tolerances for the material applied.

As further stipulated by the National Organic Program, “when a prohibited substance is applied to
a certified operation due to a federal or state emergency pest or disease treatment program and the
certified operation otherwise meets the requirements of this [program], the certification status of
the operation shall not be affected as a result of the application of the prohibited substance:
provided that: (a) any harvested crop or plant part to be harvested that has contact with a prohibited
substance applied as the result of a federal or state emergency pest or disease treatment program

[and resultant residues are more than 5% of the U.S. EPA crop tolerances] cannot be sold, labeled,
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or represented as organically produced” (National Organic Program Section 205.672, February 20,
2001).

Mitigation Measure LU-7: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

FARMLAND CONVERSION

Impact LU-8: The PDCP would not directly affect the potential conversion of agricultural
lands to non-agricultural use. Rather, the PDCP would benefit the agricultural industry by
supporting the economic viability of the state’s grape industry and perhaps other commodity
groups. As a result, the program could prevent the indirect conversion of farmland to non-

agricultural use. No significant environmental effect is associated with this issue.

The PDCP would not result in a conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural use. Further,
the PDCP would not conflict with agricultural zoning, nor would it involve changes to the
environment that could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. To the
contrary, the PDCP has been developed to protect the state’s grape industry, other commodities,
and plant life by controlling Pierce’s disease. No significant adverse environmental effects would

occur to farmland or the agricultural industry.

Mitigation Measure LU-8: No mitigation is required.
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5.2 HAZARDS

This chapter describes the potential hazards associated with the proposed PDCP related to the use
of pesticides. Several PDCP components do not have the potential to result in health hazards.
These activities include research, public outreach, and survey and detection efforts. For this
reason, the analysis in this chapter focuses only on the contain the spread and rapid response

elements of the PDCP.

5.2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PDCEP activities could occur in all areas of the state that are potentially susceptible to Pierce’s
disease, and all areas capable of supporting the glassy-winged sharpshooter. A description of the
existing threat and potential area of effect is provided in Chapter 3 of this EIR. The following
section presents a summary of pesticide use in California and the regulatory framework for the use

of pesticides.

PESTICIDE USE IN CALIFORNIA

Pesticides are used throughout California by state and local jurisdictions, and by private growers
and homeowners for agriculture, pest control around building and structures, landscape

maintenance, and for sanitation and public health purposes.

California requires commercial growers and pesticide applicators to report agricultural and
commercial pesticide applications to local county agricultural commissioners. The California
Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) compiles this information into annual pesticide use
reports. The most recent pesticide use data available are for the year 2000. In 2000, there were
over 187 million pounds of pesticide active ingredients reported used in California (CDPR 2000c).
Reported pesticide applications cover only a portion of the pesticides sold each year. Typically, the
use of about two-thirds of the pesticide active ingredients sold in a given year is not subject to
commercial use reporting. Examples of non-reported uses are home and garden use by
homeowners, and the use of chlorine for municipal water treatment (CDPR, 2000c). Pesticides
used in production agriculture constitute 92% of the total reported annual pesticide use in
California for 2000 (Table 5.2-1). The annual reported use of pesticides in California fluctuates in
response to a variety of factors, including changes in planted acreage, crop plantings, pest

pressures, and weather conditions.
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In 2000, the greatest pesticide use reported was in California’s San Joaquin Valley. Fresno, Kern,
Tulare, San Joaquin, and Madera counties in this region reported the highest pesticide use of all the

counties in the state.

TABLE 5.2-1: POUNDS OF PESTICIDE ACTIVE INGREDIENTS
USED IN CALIFORNIA IN 2000

Use Pounds of Active Ingredients
Production Agriculture 172,145,719
Postharvest Fumigation 2,134,714
Structural Pest Control 5,164,844
Landscape Maintenance 1,395,421

All Others * 6,726,235

Total Reported Uses 187,566,933

* Included in "All Others" are pesticide applications reported in the following general
categories: pest control on right-of-ways; public health which includes mosquito
abatement work; vertebrate pest control; fumigation of nonfood and non-feed materials,
such as lumber, furniture, etc.; pesticides used in research; and regulatory pest control
used in ongoing control and/or eradication of pest infestations.

Note: In 1999, approximately 706,000,000 pounds of pesticide active ingredients were
sold in California. The data include residential uses, which are approximated by CDPR
as two-thirds of pesticides sold in any given year, or 470 million pounds in 1999. Sales
data for 2000 were not available at the time this Draft EIR was printed.

Source: CDPR, 2000¢

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Under the proposed PDCP, pesticides would be used during regulatory requirements for the
shipment of agricultural commodities and during treatment and control. Federal and state
regulations impose requirements on the registration and use of pesticides; federal, state, and local
agencies enforce these requirements. The regulatory framework pertaining to the use of pesticides,
the management of hazardous materials, and health and safety of pesticide applicators and farm

workers is discussed below.

Federal Requlations

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) regulates pesticides under two major
statutes: the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA). FIFRA requires that pesticides be registered (licensed) by the
U.S. EPA before they may be sold or distributed for use in the United States, and that they perform

their intended functions without causing unreasonable adverse effects on people or the environment
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when used according to U.S. EPA-approved label directions. FFDCA authorizes the U.S. EPA to

set tolerances, or maximum legal limits, for pesticide residues in food.

The U.S. EPA requires extensive data as part of its pesticide review and approval process,
requiring more than 120 studies before granting a registration for most pesticides used in food
production. These studies allow the U.S. EPA to assess risks to human health, domestic animals,
wildlife, plants, ground water, and beneficial insects, and assess the potential for other
environmental effects. When evidence arises which questions the safety of a registered pesticide,
the U.S. EPA may take action to suspend or cancel its registration and revoke the associated
residue tolerances. The U.S. EPA may also undertake an extensive special review of a pesticide’s
risks and benefits or work with manufacturers and users to implement changes in a pesticide’s use
(such as eliminating use on some crops, reducing application rates, or cancellation of a pesticide’s
uses). As part of its ongoing re-registration program, the U.S. EPA is systematically reviewing all
pesticides registered before November 1984, to ensure that they meet current testing and safety

standards.

The Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) was signed in 1996 to amend both FIFRA and FFDCA
and to strengthen the U.S. pesticide regulatory system. It mandates a single, health-based standard
for all pesticides in all foods; provides special protection for infants and children; expedites
approval of reduced risk pesticides; creates incentives for the development and maintenance of
effective crop protection tools for American farmers; and requires periodic re-evaluation of
pesticide registrations and tolerances to ensure that the scientific data supporting pesticide

registrations will remain up to date in the future.

Enforcement of U.S. EPA’s registration and residue tolerance decisions lies with other agencies.
Registration-related requirements under FIFRA are enforced by the states. Residue tolerances are
enforced through monitoring by the Department of Health and Human Services/Food and Drug
Administration for most foods, and by the U.S. Department of Agriculture/Food Safety and

Inspection Service for meat, poultry, and some egg products.

State of California Regulations

California’s pesticide regulatory program had its beginnings in 1911 when the first state law
regulating pesticide product quality was passed. This was one year after the passage of similar

federal legislation. In the 90 years since, a body of state law has grown to cover all aspects of
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sales, possession, and use of pesticides in California. State law mandates protection of air and

water and regulates reporting and use enforcement.

State programs addressing product registration, licensing and certification, data review and
evaluation, and pesticide residue monitoring closely parallel federal programs. However, state data
requirements are stricter than those of the federal government and the requirements are California-
specific: manufacturers must prove their products are effective and can be used safely under

California conditions.

CDPR coordinates an integrated network of programs to regulate pesticides, beginning with
product evaluation and registration and continuing through use enforcement, environmental
monitoring, residue testing, and re-evaluation, if deemed appropriate. CDPR works in partnership
with county agricultural commissioners who act as local pesticide enforcement authorities. County
agricultural commissioners evaluate, condition, approve, or deny permits for restricted-use
pesticides; certify private applicators; conduct compliance inspections; and take formal compliance

or enforcement actions. An overview of California pesticide regulations is provided below.

Pesticide Registration

The Food and Agricultural Code (FAC), Section 12824, amended by Chapter 1092, Statutes of
1970, requires that pesticides be thoroughly evaluated and registered by CDPR before they are sold
or used in California. CDPR is a department of the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA). The FAC also requires applicants to conduct tests and studies necessary for CDPR’s
evaluation. Each applicant must submit data regarding product chemistry, environmental fate,
efficacy, fish and wildlife effects, hazard to non-target organisms, worker exposure, and
toxicology. When evaluating a pesticide proposed for registration, CDPR considers the toxic
properties of a chemical and estimates the amount of the chemical that could potentially cause an
adverse effect. This includes acute (one time), subchronic (one to three months) and chronic (long-
term and lifetime) evaluations. CDPR adds an additional uncertainty factor to compensate for
inevitable uncertainties in the process. The uncertainty factor takes into account the fact that there

is a range of responsiveness to chemicals and that some individuals will respond before others.

These data are reviewed by several branches of CDPR, each focusing on different areas of
expertise. Scientists in the Pesticide Registration Branch conduct reviews in the areas of

chemistry, microbiology, plant physiology, pest and disease prevention, and fish and wildlife
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biology. The Medical Toxicology Branch reviews toxicology studies to determine the potential for
adverse health effects to humans that may range from acute toxicity to potential for chronic health
effects. The Worker Health and Safety Branch assesses potential exposure to pesticide users and
others and recommends avoidance measures where necessary. The Environmental Monitoring
Branch evaluates pesticide products for potential to contaminate ground water, and for impacts on

integrated pest management systems, when relevant concerns are identified.

A proposed decision to register or deny registration of a pesticide is reached once all reviews have
been completed. Pursuant to FAC Section 12825, CDPR may refuse to register any pesticide: "(a)
That has demonstrated serious uncontrollable adverse effects either within or outside the
agricultural environment; (b) The use of which is of less public value or greater detriment to the
environment than the benefit received by its use; (c) For which there is a reasonable, effective, and
practicable alternate material or procedure that is demonstrably less destructive to the environment;
(d) That, when properly used, is detrimental to vegetation, except weeds, to domestic animals, or to
the public health and safety." Pursuant to FAC Section 13129(a), ““if the director [CDPR], after
evaluation of the health effects study of an active ingredient, finds that a pesticide product
containing the active ingredient presents significant adverse health effects, including reproduction,
birth defects, or infertility abnormalities, the director shall take cancellation or suspension action

against the product pursuant to Section 12825 or 12826.”

If any reviewing branch recommends against registration due to inadequate data, unacceptable
studies or uncontrollable adverse effects, the product is not registered until concerns are resolved.
In addition, CDPR consults with other public agencies and addresses concerns raised by state and
local agencies before a decision is reached. A final decision to register or to deny registration is
reached after providing an opportunity, through public notice, for any interested party to comment

on the proposed registration decision.

The pesticide regulatory program has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as meeting the
requirements of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15251[i]).
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Environmental Hazards

The Environmental Hazards Assessment Program (EHAP) of CDPR has the lead role in
implementing CDPR’s environmental protection programs. EHAP collects data and analyzes the
results from studies that are conducted to measure pesticide residues in the environment,
characterize drift and other off-site pesticide movement, and evaluate the effect of application

methods on movement of pesticides in air.

Many pesticide review and evaluation activities are mandated by state statutes, such as the Toxic
Air Contaminant Act of 1983 (amended in 1984), which requires CDPR to conduct a review of the
physical properties, environmental fate, and human health effects of specified priority pesticides.
If determined to be a toxic air contaminant, appropriate control measures are developed to reduce
emissions to levels that adequately protect public health. This is done in consultation with the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). Control measures may include product label

amendments, applicator training, restrictions on use patterns or locations, and product cancellation.

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 3, Section 6614 requires pesticide applicators to
minimize drift by evaluating the equipment to be used, meteorological conditions, the property to
be treated, and surrounding properties to determine the likelihood of health hazard or harm or
damage to non-target crops, animals, or public or private property. No pesticide application may
be made or continued if there is a reasonable possibility of creation of a health hazard or
contamination of non-target property (FAC Sections 12976 and 12981, 11501 and 11791). CDPR
and the county agricultural commissioners are charged with drift enforcement and investigating all

incidents or suspected incidents of drift.

CDPR’s residue testing program is designed to monitor compliance with pesticide laws and to help
ensure that pesticide residues are within the established tolerance levels set by the U.S. EPA.
CDPR takes samples of agricultural products at seaports and other points of entry into the state,
packing sites, and at wholesale and retail outlets. All samples are tested with multi-residue screens
capable of detecting more than 200 pesticides and breakdown products. Residues above
established tolerance levels are rarely found. Violations more commonly involve commodities that
contain traces of pesticides not registered for the commodity on which they are found. Most illegal
residues are below 1 part per million (ppm) and are the result of residual traces of pesticides in soil

or drift from adjacent applications, and not from direct misuse.

5.2-6



PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 5.2: HAZARDS

In 1985, California enacted the Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (FAC Division 7, Chapter
2, Article 15), to prevent further pesticide pollution of ground water from agricultural use of
currently registered pesticides. This act has been incorporated into CDPR’s overall ground water
protection program and provides a mechanism for identifying and tracking pesticides which have
the potential to pollute ground water. The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act requires CDPR
to identify pesticide active ingredients with the potential to pollute ground water based on their
specific chemical and physical properties and specific uses. These chemicals are placed on the
Ground Water Protection List and groundwater is monitored by CDPR to look for these chemicals.
The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act establishes procedures for reviewing and modifying
the use of pesticides found in ground water or in soil under certain conditions as a result of
agricultural use. These may be necessary to prevent pesticides from reaching ground water at

concentrations that would be considered pollution (CalEPA, 1997).

School Notification

The Healthy Schools Act of 2000 (Education Code Sections 17608-17613 and FAC Sections
13180-13188) requires schools to notify parents, guardians, and school employees annually about
pesticides used in their schools, and requires the CDPR to promote the voluntary adoption of
integrated pest management (IPM) practices in California schools. Most provisions of the law took
effect January 1, 2001. Each school is required to establish a list of parents or guardians who want
to be notified before individual pesticide applications are made. Each school district is also
required to ensure that warning notices are posted in areas where pesticides will be applied. These

signs are to be posted at least 24 hours in advance and for 72 hours after application of pesticides.

Worker Health and Safety

CCR Title 3, Division 6 includes pesticide worker safety regulations that specify safe work
practices for employees who handle pesticides. CDPR and the local agricultural commissioner
enforce the worker safety regulations. Pesticide applicators receive annual training that includes
routine and emergency decontamination procedures, safety requirements for handling pesticides,
and emergency first aid. The Pest Management and Licensing Branch administers CDPR’s
Licensing and Certification Program. This program is responsible for examining and licensing pest
control operators and pest control advisors, and for certifying pesticide applicators who use, or
supervise the use of, registered pesticides. Certified applicators must undergo a minimum of 20

hours of formal continuing education every two years to maintain their state certification.
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The CCR also specifies label and warning requirements that must be met prior to pesticide
application. Warning signs are required around farm fields after certain pesticide applications, and
workers must be informed about other hazards. Field workers must receive training before
working in treated fields and must receive training every five years. The training would include the
importance of routine washing after exposure, the meaning of postings and Restricted Entry
Intervals (REIls), information on where exposure to pesticides might occur, routes of exposure,

symptoms of overexposure, and first aid.

The amount of time workers must stay out of a field after certain pesticides are applied to crops
may be restricted. A REI is the period of time following a pesticide application when people are
not allowed to go into the treated area unless protective measures are taken. This is to protect
persons from potential exposure to hazardous levels of residues. REIs for many pesticides are

stated on pesticide labels; others are established by regulation.

CDPR’s Worker Health and Safety Branch conducts/monitors illness investigations to see if

changes in procedures are needed to mitigate health risks.

Transport, Use, and Disposal

CCR, Title 3, specifies requirements for proper storage, transportation, and disposal of pesticides
and containers. CDPR and the county agricultural commissioners are responsible for enforcement.
Pesticide labels provide instructions for proper handling, storage, and disposal of the pesticides, as

required by the U.S. EPA.

As noted previously, all certified pesticide applicators must receive annual training that includes
routine and emergency decontamination procedures, safety requirements for handling pesticides,
and emergency first aid. In many counties, people who dispose of used pesticide containers must

possess a permit or certificate issued by the agricultural commissioner.

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 25500-25520, all businesses that handle hazardous
substances (in quantities equal to or greater than those established in Section 25503) are required to
establish a business plan relating to the handling and release, or threatened release, of hazardous
materials. The quantities established in Section 25503 are as follows: “a quantity at any one time
during the reporting year equal to, or greater than, a total weight of 500 pounds, or a total volume

of 55 gallons, or 200 cubic feet at standard temperature and pressure for compressed gas,” or as
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specifically required for a particular chemical by Part 30, Part 40, or Part 70 of Chapter 10 of Title
10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (54 Federal Register 14051), whichever is more restrictive.
Basic information on the location, type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous substances handled,
used, stored, or disposed of in the state which could be accidentally released into the environment
is provided to firefighters, health officials, planners, public safety officers, health care providers,
regulatory agencies, and other interested persons. Designated local “Certified Unified Program
Agencies” (CUPASs) have the authority to inspect businesses that handle hazardous materials and
have established area plans for emergency response procedures in case of an accidental spill of

hazardous substances within their jurisdictions.

Enforcement and Surveillance

CDPR enforces state and federal regulations that govern the safe and proper use of pesticides,
including licensing of dealers and applicators, investigating pesticide incidents, ensuring product
quality, and monitoring pesticide residues on commercial fresh fruits and vegetables. The county
agricultural commissioners and their staffs (including approximately 400 biologists) carry out
enforcement activities with training, coordination, oversight, and technical and legal support

provided by state staff.

CDPR receives reports of suspected pesticide-related illness from two sources. California has a
unique system that allows any employed person to visit a physician and claim that their illness or
injury was acquired on the job. A report is then filed with the Department of Industrial Relations.
In addition, California physicians have been required by law since 1971 to report all suspected
pesticide-related illnesses or injury to their local health officer. Copies of these Pesticide Illness
Reports must be sent to the local county agricultural commissioner and CDPR for investigation.
Completed investigatory reports are evaluated for regulatory purposes and by toxicologists in the
Worker Health and Safety Branch. Knowledge derived from illness investigations is one element

in the continual evaluation of pesticide use and mitigation of associated risk.
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5.2.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Pursuant to the suggested thresholds in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed

program would create a significant hazard if it would:

e Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,

or disposal of hazardous materials (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment

(State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

5.2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

As previously described, two aspects of the PDCP may involve the use of pesticides: 1) the

regulatory portion of the contain the spread element, and 2) the rapid response element.

Prior to shipment of host plants outside of a generally infested area, growers would be required to
show that their shipments are free from glassy-winged sharpshooters. Growers may have the
option of conducting an intensive visual search of the shipment or treating the shipment with a
registered pesticide to achieve compliance. Because many growers may choose to treat their
shipments with pesticides to comply with CDFA shipment regulations, this EIR analyzes the

potential hazards associated with this action.

Under the rapid response element of the proposed PDCP, when new infestations are found in non-
agricultural areas, county agricultural commissioners may contract with licensed pesticide
applicators to treat the areas. Notification would be given to property occupants prior to treatment.
In developed areas, pesticides would be applied to the foliage of trees and shrubs, or to soil
immediately below trees and shrubs, using ground application equipment. Open areas, such as
grassy areas or open fields, would not be targeted for treatment because they do not contain

suitable habitat for the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Detection and delimitation activities would provide information on the location and severity of new
glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations so that pesticide applications would be targeted where they

are needed.
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CDFA has evaluated a number of registered pesticides suitable for leathopper control for use in the
rapid response element of the PDCP. Under the emergency program, carbaryl (Sevin [“7”]®),
imidacloprid (Merit®), and cyfluthrin (Tempo®) have been used in the rapid response element for
treating non-agricultural areas. (The name in the parenthesis is the trade name of the pesticide used
in the emergency program). An evaluation of the active ingredients and a general discussion of
inert ingredients is provided in Appendix P. The total acreage treated and quantities of pesticides
applied in non-agricultural areas under the emergency program from the start of the program in
2000 to September 7, 2001 is provided in Appendix U. It is likely that the use of these pesticides
would continue in the proposed PDCP; however, as new information about the effectiveness of
different pesticides against the glassy-winged sharpshooter becomes available, other registered
pesticides may also be used. By law, use of these materials must comply with all pesticide
regulatory requirements, including satisfactory toxicity evaluations with reasonable assurance of no

harm when applied according to label directions.

Under the rapid response element of the PDCP, county agricultural commissioners may also
require growers to use pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter in croplands. The
application of pesticides on agricultural land would be conducted by private growers or owners and
would not be funded by the state or the county. Growers could use any pesticide registered and
approved for use on the commodity to be treated. Commercial cropland areas may be treated by
aerial application if this application method is allowed in the area. Because this use of pesticides
by growers would be required as part of the PDCP, the potential hazards associated with this action

are analyzed in this chapter.

Growers could also use pesticides consistent with federal and state regulations when not
specifically required by CDFA or county agricultural commissioners. The use of pesticides by
private growers to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter on their own accord is covered under the

CDPR pesticide regulatory program and is not subject to analysis in this EIR.

All pesticide applications must be in compliance with federal and state laws and regulations, as
described in the regulatory framework above. Pesticide use in the proposed PDCP would vary
spatially and temporally in response to a large number of variables, including the extent of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation in an area, weather, presence of endangered species, and
previous control efficacy history at the specific site. Combinations of pesticides may also be used

to improve efficacy as deemed necessary by the county agricultural commissioner.
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PESTICIDES APPLIED IN NON-AGRICULTURAL AREAS

Impact Haz-1: As a result of pesticide application for the PDCP, people in non-agricultural
areas could potentially come into contact with residues through skin contact, inhalation, or
through ingestion of treated materials. The U.S. EPA and the California Department of
Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) consider the potential exposure of people to residues of a
pesticide when evaluating it for registration, and to determine any restrictions necessary to
ensure that it can be used safely. Any pesticide employed in the PDCP is required to be
registered and applied only in a manner consistent with its restrictions. The potential for
spray drift from pesticides applied by ground personnel is monitored and limited by
professional applicators. Pesticide application is also monitored by county agricultural
commissioners and CDPR. The registration program, use restrictions, and monitoring would
ensure that pesticides are applied with a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health or

the environment. Therefore, this is a less-than-significant impact.

Pesticide residues are the traces of pesticides left on leaves, fruits, vegetables, soil, and other
surfaces after application. The concentration and duration of pesticide residues varies according to
the chemical attributes of the pesticide used and environmental factors such as rainfall,
temperature, soil conditions, etc. After application, human exposure to pesticides would be
primarily through skin contact with these residues on foliage. Some pesticide residues could also
be ingested from fruit and vegetables that had been recently treated with pesticides.

In addition, when pesticides are applied by ground crews, droplets are produced by the nozzles.
Many of these droplets can be so small that they stay suspended in air and are carried by air
currents until they contact a surface or drop to the ground. This is known as spray drift. A number
of factors influence drift, including weather conditions, topography, the crop or area being treated,
application equipment and methods and decisions by the applicator. The drift of spray from
pesticide applications can expose people, wildlife, and habitats near the application site to airborne
pesticide particles and off-target pesticide residues. The proximity of individuals to the pesticide
application, the amount of pesticide drift, and the toxicity of the pesticide are important factors in
determining the potential human exposure to pesticides from drift. Application in non-agricultural
areas would only be conducted by professional applicators, who can readily monitor and limit

spray drift.

The U.S. EPA and CDPR are responsible for evaluating pesticides and their uses to ensure that

there is a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health and no unreasonable risks to the
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environment. The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider whether the potential exposure of people to
pesticide residues is likely to result in significant adverse health risks when evaluating a pesticide
proposed for registration. The chemical characteristics of the active ingredient, its persistence in
the environment, and whether or not it accumulates in the human body are evaluated to determine
potential human health impacts. The U.S. EPA also considers the potential for drift to occur during
the application of a pesticide proposed for registration (U.S. EPA, 1999). This information is used
in determining whether a pesticide will be registered, and any appropriate label requirements that
may be needed to ensure that the material can be used safely. If CDPR determines that information
is lacking, or that there are uncontrollable adverse effects, the product is not registered until

concerns are resolved.

The toxicity of a pesticide is related to the dose (specific amount) and the duration of time over
which a dose is received. Toxic hazards can be mitigated by limiting potential human exposure to
less than toxic amounts (see Appendix P for a more detailed discussion). Pesticide label
restrictions can include restrictions on the types of plants to which the pesticide may be applied.
Application procedures, application rates, and crop residue tolerances can be set low enough to
ensure exposure to residues would not present an unreasonable risk to human health or the

environment.

For example, the product label for Sevin (“7”)® Carbaryl Insecticide (Appendix M), provides the
following specific directions for use to minimize exposure to pesticide residues: “Start spraying at
the farthest corner of the treatment area and work backward to avoid contact with wet surfaces.
Spray thoroughly to wet upper and lower leaf surfaces, stems and branches. Allow spray to dry in
treated areas before reentering. Repeat as necessary to maintain control, unless spray interval is
specified, but not more than once a week.” The product label also identifies a specific preharvest
interval (PHI) indicating the minimum number of days between the last application and harvest, the
appropriate mixing rate, and specific directions, including application intervals for a list of specific

vegetables.

Furthermore, specific restrictions may be required on pesticide labels to reduce or prevent drift
during application and limit off-target exposure to pesticides. Restrictions may include prohibiting
the use of certain pesticides under certain weather and wind conditions; prohibiting certain methods
of application; requiring use of a foliage barrier; or requiring a buffer zone distance between the

site of application and areas to be protected. For example, the product label for Sevin (“7”)®
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Carbaryl Insecticide (Appendix M) provides the following specific directions for use to prevent
drift: “Apply when air is calm to avoid drift and contact with eyes and skin”; “Do not apply when
weather conditions favor drift from treated area”; “Do not apply this product or allow it to drift to

blooming plants or weeds if bees are visiting the treatment area.”

Under the proposed PDCP, only pesticides registered by the U.S. EPA and CDPR would be used
by county agricultural commissioners and growers to meet PDCP requirements. For all program
activities, pesticides would be applied according to label requirements by a licensed pesticide
applicator. Because pesticides would be applied according to label requirements, the amount of
residue on surfaces after application would not exceed the levels allowed for by pesticide
regulatory agencies. Professional application reduces the potential for adverse exposure to

individuals from the pesticides.

The Pesticide Use Enforcement Branch of CDPR and county agricultural commissioners enforce
pesticide laws and regulations within their jurisdiction and investigate all incidents or suspected
incidents of drift. The Environmental Monitoring Branch conducts residue sampling from
environmental media and commodities during exotic pest eradication programs. Results from this

monitoring program are evaluated with regard to commodity tolerances and expected leaf residue.

As part of the PDCP monitoring program in non-agricultural treatment areas, CDPR may take leaf
punches, and fruit and vegetable samples to measure pesticide residues. CDPR would also monitor
pesticide applications for potential air quality impacts. During the emergency program, residue
levels did not exceed tolerances established by the U.S. EPA and CDPR, and spray residue was

well below established acceptable levels.

Following the prescribed protocol for pesticide applications in the PDCP, no adverse human health
impacts are foreseeable. The U.S. EPA and CDPR evaluate pesticides for potential effects on
human health prior to registration and require appropriate use restrictions be present on the
pesticide label to ensure a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health and the environment.
CDPR's pesticide registration process has been certified as meeting the requirements of CEQA
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15251[i]). Professional application in compliance with pesticide
labels ensures that pesticides used in the PDCP would not be detrimental to the public health and

safety. This is a less-than-significant impact.
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Mitigation Measure Haz-1: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards to minimize potential hazards include professional application of
registered pesticides and monitoring of pesticide applications by CDPR to verify proper application
rates and provide information about pesticide residues in the surrounding environment. The data
from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that applications do not lead to
undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if application
methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be modified

accordingly.

PESTICIDES APPLIED IN AGRICULTURAL AREAS AND NURSERIES

Impact Haz-2: As a result of the PDCP, some growers and nursery owners may be required
to treat their crops with pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Growers may
choose to use aerial application over commercial cropland areas where allowed. Agricultural
and nursery workers have a potential for exposure to pesticides. The U.S. EPA and CDPR
consider the potential exposure of people to residues when a pesticide is proposed for
registration to determine any application restrictions necessary and to ensure that it can be
used safely. Pesticide use restrictions are imposed to ensure that agricultural and nursery
workers are not exposed to pesticides residues before it is safe. Because of use restrictions,
and monitoring, pesticide application in agricultural areas would occur with a reasonable

certainty of no harm to human health. Therefore, this is a less-than-significant impact.

Through the rapid response element, when a new infestation is found in a cropland situation,
county agricultural commissioners may require some growers to treat their crops with pesticides to
control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Growers could treat their crops with any pesticide
registered for that use using application methods permitted by the pesticide label. Commercial
agricultural cropland areas may be treated by aerial application, if this application practice is
allowed in the area. Treatments would be made by licensed pesticide applicators, in compliance

with pesticide label requirements, and with county agricultural commissioner oversight.

Agricultural and nursery workers have a potential for exposure to pesticides. Pesticide label
restrictions, notification and monitoring programs, and training requirements have been developed
to ensure a reasonable certainty of no harm to the health of agricultural and nursery workers.

Pesticide labels indicate the amount of time workers must stay out of the field or nursery after
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pesticides are applied. A restricted entry interval (REI) is the period of time, following a pesticide
application, when people are not allowed to go into the treated area without additional personal
protective gear. REIs for many pesticides are stated on pesticide labels; others are established by
regulation. Both must be observed. Pesticide use restrictions ensure that agricultural field workers

would not be exposed to pesticide residues before reentry is deemed safe.

CDPR’s Pesticide Use Enforcement Branch and county agricultural commissioners enforce
pesticide laws and regulations within their jurisdiction. In addition, CDPR’s Worker Health and
Safety Branch evaluates illness investigations to assure that workers and the general public are
protected. By law, warning signs are required around farm fields after certain pesticide
applications, and workers must be informed about other hazards. Field workers must receive
training before working in treated fields and every 5 years. The training includes the importance of
routine washing after exposure, the meaning of postings and REIs, information on where exposure

to pesticides might occur, routes of exposure, symptoms of overexposure, and first aid.

With aerial applications over cropland there is a greater chance that drift of pesticides could occur
on adjoining properties than by foliar ground spray or ground injection application methods.
Pesticides would be applied by a licensed pesticide applicator according to label requirements. In
addition, pilots must receive training and have a pest control aircraft pilot’s certificate from CDPR.
As described previously, application rates and label restrictions provide safeguards to avoid
adverse impacts. During the registration process, U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential
exposure of humans to pesticide residues. The U.S. EPA also considers the potential for drift to
occur during the application of a pesticide proposed for registration (U.S. EPA, 1999). Reports of
exposures of people, plants and animals to pesticides due to off-target drift are an important
component in the scientific evaluation and regulation of the uses of pesticides (U.S. EPA, 1999).
As described previously, application restrictions developed during the evaluation of pesticides for
registration ensure that they can be used with a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health or

the environment.

With the application restrictions and the implementation of established worker health and safety
regulations, potential hazards related to the use of pesticides in agricultural areas and nurseries,
including aerial applications over commercial cropland areas by individual growers, would be less

than significant.
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Mitigation Measure Haz-2: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards to minimize potential hazards include professional application of
registered pesticides. California law requires that pilots receive training and have a pest control
aircraft pilot’s certificate from CDPR. In addition, specific worker health and safety regulations

require notification of pesticide applications and training for field workers.

PESTICIDE USE IN AND AROUND FRAGILE POPULATIONS AND LOCATIONS

Impact Haz-3: Fragile populations, i.e., individuals who are susceptible to health
complications because of health or developmental status (e.g., acutely ill, very young or old,
or pregnant individuals), may be present in certain locations, such as parks, recreation areas,
sports arenas, hospitals, nursing homes, adult care centers, day care centers, and schools.
When evaluating a proposed pesticide, CDPR adds an additional uncertainty factor to
compensate for inherent uncertainties in the process. The uncertainty factor takes into
account the variability in susceptibility within populations. In addition, the PDCP includes
measures to ensure that schools, day care centers, and similar places would be given special
consideration in scheduling pesticide treatments, which would further limit the potential for
pesticide exposure. With these measures, the potential for health hazards to fragile

populations would be less than significant.

Public concern has been expressed about the impacts of pesticides on populations considered
sensitive based on health or developmental status, e.g., presence of acute or chronic illness,
extremely young or old age, pregnancy, etc. Because of their comparatively frail nature, these
individuals are oftentimes more prone to health complications, such as infectious diseases, trauma,
nutritional deficiencies, etc. Certain land uses are noted for the presence of these populations.
These locations include hospitals, nursing homes, adult care centers, day care centers, schools, and

parks.

The application of pesticides to trees and shrubs around hospitals, nursing homes, and adult care
centers does not pose per se, a special risk to those who reside or visit there. The U.S. EPA and
CDPR evaluate pesticides and their uses to ensure that they can be used with a reasonable certainty
of no harm to human health and the environment. When evaluating a proposed pesticide, CDPR
adds an additional uncertainty factor to compensate for inherent uncertainties in the process. The

uncertainty factor takes into account the variability in susceptibility within populations. (See
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Appendix P for a more detailed discussion of the evaluation of chemical toxicity.) Because people
at medical care facilities and facilities that provide adult support services do not engage in behavior
that would bring them into extensive contact with treated vegetation, they would not typically be
exposed to pesticide residues. This has been verified through environmental monitoring (Appendix
P).

Physiologically, existing data do not suggest children are substantially more susceptible to
chemical injury than are physically mature individuals, although there are exceptions related to
specific chemicals. In some cases, children actually show increased rather than decreased tolerance
to some chemicals compared with mature individuals (Appendix P). However, children are more
likely than adults to physically contact treated surfaces, and thereby receive proportionately greater

doses than adults.

School environments receive special attention when it comes to pesticide use. A number of states
have passed legislation requiring special procedures and notifications when pesticides are used on
school grounds, and individual school districts may have separate policies that address pesticide
use on school property. The California Healthy Schools Act of 2000 (Education Code Sections
17608-17613 and FAC Sections 13180-13188) requires schools to notify parents, guardians, and
school employees about pesticides used in their schools. Each school district is required to ensure
that warning notices are posted in areas where pesticides will be applied. Should it be determined
that treatment of a school ground or day care center is necessary for glassy-winged sharpshooter
control, applications would be scheduled to avoid times when school is in session or special
activities are occurring. In unusual circumstances (e.g., when schools have night classes, or
evening events) school administrators may request that treatment occur when the grounds are
occupied. However, the use of pesticides in these circumstances could be controlled to ensure that
restricted entry intervals are adhered to for the treated areas, consistent with pesticide label
specifications. Schools and day care centers may instruct children to avoid treated plantings when

on the playground to minimize exposure to pesticide residues.

Because pesticide applications in non-agricultural areas are to be selectively directed onto trees and
shrubs by ground personnel and not applied as a cover spray to open areas, potential pesticide
exposure of visitors to parks and recreation areas would be limited to activities that put visitors in
contact with treated foliage. Visiting a park would not provide exposure different from residential

property exposure. Recreational activities that could bring participants regularly into contact with

5.2-18



PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 5.2: HAZARDS

treated plants are limited. Younger children are more likely to touch plantings as they play and

explore. It is these activities that provide direct exposure.

Under the proposed PDCP, schools, day care centers, rest homes, and hospitals that are nearby any
proposed treatment operations are notified prior to treatment and special scheduling would be
arranged, if necessary. Pesticide treatments in parks, malls, large apartment complexes, and other
busy public areas would be scheduled for off-time hours. Notices of treatment would be posted on
trees, benches, traffic medians, common areas, or bulletin boards at affected locations and
additional project staff may be assigned to monitor the treated areas in order to divert pedestrians

until re-entry conditions are met (usually when materials have dried).

Like PDCP treatments in other non-agricultural areas, CDPR would conduct monitoring of selected
treatments in areas where fragile populations tend to be present to ensure proper application of the
materials. Samples would be taken from surface water, turf, soil, and air to provide information
about pesticide concentrations after treatment. The data from environmental monitoring would be
reviewed to ensure that applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results
would be evaluated to determine if application methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP
would require that treatments be modified accordingly. As stated previously, under the emergency
program, residue levels did not exceed residue tolerances established by the U.S. EPA and CDPR,
and spray residue was well below established acceptable levels, which are designed to ensure

hazards related to pesticide drift are less than significant (Appendix S).

There are individuals identified either as “chemically sensitive” or “chemically injured,” who have
experienced adverse health events that they associate non-specifically with numerous chemical
exposures. There is no established mechanism or measurable biological marker that defines
reactions reported by members of this group. The reactivity of this group cannot be objectively
evaluated because there are no objective criteria to apply to evaluate individual agents or to
evaluate the individuals themselves. The issue is not toxicity, but a characteristic, apparently
separate from any defined chemical, physiological, or pharmacological property. While this group
of individuals may feel they are affected by pesticide application, predictions of substantial health
consequences are not substantiated in the literature, individual claims notwithstanding. The PDCP
includes advance public notification procedures to alert the community, including those who feel
sensitive about treatment actions. Notification would provide the opportunity for any individual to

avoid application areas, if they wish.
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Notification and special treatment scheduling would reduce the pesticide exposure potential at
group locations. In addition, when a proposed pesticide is evaluated, CDPR adds an additional
uncertainty factor to compensate for inherent uncertainties in the process. The uncertainty factor
takes into account the variability in susceptibility within populations. For these reasons, the

potential hazard to fragile populations is considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measure Haz-3: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards to reduce potential health impacts to fragile populations include
notification of schools, day care centers, rest homes, and hospitals that are nearby any proposed
treatment operations prior to treatment. Special scheduling would be arranged if necessary.
Pesticide treatments on school grounds and busy public areas would be scheduled for off-time
hours when feasible. CDPR would conduct monitoring to verify proper application rates. The data
from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that applications do not lead to
undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if application
methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be modified

accordingly.

WORKER HEALTH AND SAFETY

Impact Haz-4: Pesticide applicators and agricultural workers have the greatest potential for
exposure to pesticides. PDCP pesticide applications would be made by licensed pesticide
applicators. All licensed applicators are certified through the Licensing and Certification
Program administered by CDPR. Pesticide applicators receive annual training that includes
routine and emergency decontamination procedures, safety procedures and requirements for
handling pesticide materials, and emergency first aid measures. Pesticide use restrictions are
in place to ensure that agricultural field workers are not exposed to pesticide residues before
it is safe. Compliance with these restrictions by the PDCP would avoid significant hazards to

the health and safety of workers.

As previously noted, toxicity is related to dose and duration of exposure. Persons with the greatest
risk of developing a pesticide-related illness are those whose exposure is highest, such as workers

who mix or apply pesticides, and field workers who are regularly exposed to pesticide residues.
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PDCP pesticide applications would be made by licensed pesticide applicators. Pesticide product
labels provide instructions for proper handling, storage and disposal of the product. All personnel
who apply pesticides receive training at least once a year. This training consists of an annual
review concerning all aspects of the pesticide products the applicator may be handling that year.
This includes training on routine and emergency decontamination procedures, safety procedures
and requirements for handling pesticide materials, and emergency first aid measures. All
applicators are certified through CDPR’s Licensing and Certification Program. Applicators must
also undergo a minimum of 20 hours of formal continuing education every two years to maintain

their state certification.

Pesticide worker safety regulations specify safe work practices for employees who handle
pesticides or work in treated areas. CDFA and county agricultural department staff must comply
with existing occupational health and pesticide worker safety laws and regulations and thus
pesticide applicators would not face greater occupational risks than those engaged in similar labor

(i.e., routine pesticide application in agriculture, landscape gardening, structural pest control, etc.).

As described previously in the discussion of pesticides applied in agricultural areas and nurseries,
regulations and programs are in place to protect agricultural workers. Pesticide labels indicate the
amount of time workers must stay out of the field after pesticides are applied to crops. Pesticide
label restrictions, notification and monitoring programs, and training requirements have been
developed to ensure a reasonable certainty of no harm to human health. With the implementation
of established worker health and safety regulations, potential hazards to workers related to the use

of pesticides would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure Haz-4: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
California worker health and safety regulations specify safe work practices for employees who
handle pesticides or work in treated areas. The regulations require certification and training for
pesticide applicators, notification of pesticide applications, and training for field workers. CDPR

and county agricultural commissioners enforce worker safety regulations.
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TRANSPORT, USE, AND DISPOSAL OF PESTICIDES

Impact Haz-5: The program would not result in an increased risk of accident or likelihood of
upset. However, because the effects of pesticides are related to dose, potential impacts to
human health could occur with accidental spills and improper use and disposal of pesticides.
Licensed pesticide applicators receive training on routine and emergency decontamination
procedures, safety requirements for handling pesticides, and emergency first aid. While it is
possible that an accident could occur with implementation of the PDCP, the program would
not result in an increase in accident risk. PDCP safeguards and annual training of licensed

pesticide applicators would ensure that these risks would be less than significant.

The proposed PDCP poses a risk of pesticide release through accidental spills. As previously
described, there are numerous federal and state laws and regulations that strictly control and
regulate the storage, transport, handling, use, and disposal of pesticides (e.g., Federal Insecticide,

Fungicide and Rodenticide Act; FAC Divisions 6 and 7, CCR, Title 3, Division 6).

Pesticide labels provide instructions for proper handling, storage, and disposal of pesticides.
Licensed pesticide applicators receive training on routine and emergency decontamination
procedures, safety requirements of handling pesticides, and emergency first aid (CCR Title 3,

Section 6724).

Also, local jurisdictions conduct inspections of businesses that handle hazardous materials and
have established area plans for emergency response procedures in case of an accidental spill of
hazardous substances (Health and Safety Code Sections 25500-25520). While it is possible that an
accident could occur with implementation of the PDCP, the program would not result in a
significant increase in accident risk. PDCP policies and practices, and training of licensed

pesticide applicators would ensure that these risks would remain less than significant.

Mitigation Measure Haz-5: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Pesticide labels provide instructions for proper handling, storage, and disposal of pesticides.
Licensed pesticide applicators receive training on routine and emergency decontamination
procedures, safety requirements for handling pesticides, and emergency first aid procedures.
Moreover, local jurisdictions maintain emergency action and preparedness plans in case of an

accidental spill.
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5.3 WATER QUALITY

This chapter describes the potential impacts of the proposed PDCP on water quality. Activities
such as research, public outreach, and survey and detection efforts do not involve water impacts.
For this reason, the analysis in this chapter focuses only on the contain the spread and rapid

response elements of the PDCP.

5.3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PDCP activities could occur in all areas of the state susceptible to Pierce's disease, and all areas
capable of supporting the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The following sections provide a general

overview of waters of the state and the regulations that govern the protection of water quality.

WATERS OF THE STATE

Waters of the state include surface water bodies (e.g., rivers, lakes, and the ocean) as well as
ground water. In the State of California, water resources not only provide domestic and
agricultural water supplies for consumption, but also provide recreation opportunities and

important habitat for the state’s wildlife and aquatic resources.

Within California, there are two primary sources of surface water: the Colorado River and the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The Delta serves as a major water source for approximately two-
thirds of the state. Two major rivers feed the region: the Sacramento River from the north and the
San Joaquin River from the south. The mixture of fresh water from these two waterways and their
tributaries combine with ocean water from the San Francisco Bay to create the largest estuary on
the west coast of North America. In addition to these surface water bodies, the state’s water
resources include complex networks of ground water resources, which are linked to surface water

bodies through points of discharge.

The beneficial uses of the waters of the state that are protected against quality degradation include,
but are not limited to, domestic, municipal, agricultural, and industrial supply; power generation;
recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife,

and other aquatic resources or preserves.
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Both man-made and natural substances contaminate surface water and ground water. Water
contamination may arise from point or non-point sources. Point source contamination occurs when
a contaminant comes from a defined area such as from spills (improper handling, storage, and

disposal) or direct release into a water body from a vehicle, vessel, or facility.

Non-point source contamination occurs when contaminants reach a water body from a large area or
watershed. Non-point source pollution includes runoff from city streets, construction sites, and
agricultural fields; leaking underground storage tanks; spills from unknown sources; and

abandoned mines.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Both the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) and the State and Regional Water
Quality Control Boards have responsibility for protecting water quality from the potential adverse
effects of pesticides. The Food and Agricultural Code (FAC) authorizes CDPR to register
pesticides for sale and use in the state. The FAC also authorizes CDPR and the county agricultural
commissioners to regulate the sale, storage, handling, and use of pesticides, and states that one of
the purposes of the pesticide regulatory program is to protect the environment from harm from
pesticides. The California Water Code (CWC) states that the State and Regional Water Quality
Control Boards are the state agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination and control

of activities related to water quality.

The FAC and the CWC provide overlapping authorities for protecting water quality, including
contamination from pesticides. The California Pesticide Management Plan for Water Quality has
been developed to identify ways CDPR and the county agricultural commissioners will work in
cooperation with the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards to protect water quality

from pesticide contamination.

In addition to regulations governing surface and ground water quality, additional regulations

govern the delivery of safe drinking water to the state’s population.

Surface Water

State law requires CDPR to thoroughly evaluate pesticides before they are registered and sold or

used in California. During the evaluation process, CDPR evaluates potential water quality
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problems associated with specific uses of pesticides, including use on sites where pesticides are
likely to move with runoff or irrigation water into surface waterways. CDPR gives special
attention to the potential for toxicity to the aquatic biota and to factors that may interfere with
attaining water quality objectives. CDPR also monitors surface water at the request of other state

agencies.

Section 303 of the Clean Water Act requires states to adopt water quality standards for surface
waters. Regional Water Quality Control Boards adopt Basin Plans that establish water quality
objectives; describe implementation programs to achieve these objectives; and describe
surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the water quality control
program (CWC Section 13170). The State Water Quality Control Board adopts Statewide Plans to
address water quality concerns for surface waters that overlap Regional Water Quality Control

Board boundaries or are statewide in scope.

Ground Water
In 1985, California enacted the Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (FAC Division 7, Chapter

2, Article 15), to prevent pesticide pollution of ground water from agricultural use of pesticides.
This act has been incorporated into CDPR’s overall ground water protection program and provides
a mechanism for identifying and tracking pesticides with the potential to pollute ground water. The
Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act requires CDPR to identify pesticide active ingredients
having the potential to pollute ground water based on their specific chemical and physical
properties and specific uses. These chemicals are placed on the Ground Water Protection List and
are monitored by CDPR in ground water. The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act establishes
procedures for reviewing and modifying the use of pesticides found in ground water or in soil
under certain conditions as a result of agricultural use. These use modifications are designed to
prevent pesticides from reaching ground water at concentrations that would be considered pollution

(CalEPA, 1997).

Drinking Water Supplies

Water supply agencies must comply with both water quality and drinking water standards. The
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is the main federal law regulating drinking water quality to
protect public health.
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5.3.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Pursuant to the suggested thresholds in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed

program would have a significant impact to water quality if it would:

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements (State CEQA Guidelines,

Appendix G).

e Otherwise substantially degrade water quality (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

5.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

As previously described, two aspects of the PDCP may involve the use of pesticides: 1) the
regulatory portion of the contain the spread element, and 2) the rapid response element, which may
include pesticide treatment of new infestations of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. In all situations,
pesticides would be applied by licensed pesticide applicators in compliance with pesticide label

requirements.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF PESTICIDES ON SURFACE WATER QUALITY FROM NON-
AGRICULTURAL TREATMENTS

Impact WQ-1: The active ingredients of the pesticides to be used for the control of the glassy-
winged sharpshooter can reach surface water after rainfall or as a result of spray drift.
Applying pesticides consistent with label requirements would reduce potential water quality
impacts. Pesticide application requirements vary; however, they do not allow direct
application to water if there are potentially significant water quality impacts associated with
surface water applications. In addition, pesticide labels also require precautions be taken
against contaminating water as a result of equipment use and cleaning. When a pesticide is
evaluated for registration, the U.S. EPA and CDPR consider how it breaks down in water
environments. Application restrictions are developed based on these data. For these
reasons, the potential for adverse water quality impacts related to non-agricultural pesticide

treatment is considered less than significant.

During the evaluation of pesticides proposed for registration, the U.S. EPA and CDPR consider
how a pesticide breaks down in water environments, and its toxicity to fish and other aquatic
species. The Environmental Hazards section on pesticide labels instructs applicators how to avoid

non-target impacts to water bodies. For example, some pesticide labels instruct the applicator to
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avoid direct application or drift onto water or sensitive areas (i.e., wetlands) due to potential
toxicity of materials to fish and invertebrates. Although there is some variation in the habitats to be
avoided, they usually include lakes, streams, marshes, and intertidal areas below the mean high
water mark. The label may require that fish ponds or other open bodies of water on a property be
covered during treatment of the surrounding vegetation. Label requirements also include measures
to minimize the potential for pesticide runoff into water bodies. These actions greatly reduce the
chance of pesticides being washed into surface water in an amount that is toxic to aquatic life.
Pesticide labels also require that precautions be taken against contaminating water when disposing
of equipment washwaters. If CDPR determines that the use of a pesticide proposed for registration
would likely result in significant adverse impacts that cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated,

registration is not granted (CalEPA, 1997).

For example, the product label for Sevin (“7”)® Carbaryl Insecticide (Appendix M) provides the
following specific directions to protect water from pesticide residues: “Do not apply directly to
water, or to areas where surface water is present or to intertidal areas below the mean high water

mark. Do not contaminate water by cleaning equipment or disposal of wastes.”

Under the proposed PDCP, only pesticides registered by the U.S. EPA and CDPR (CalEPA) would
be used by county agricultural commissioners and growers implementing PDCP program
requirements. For all program elements, pesticides would be applied by a licensed pesticide

applicator according to label requirements.

In addition to following label requirements, CDFA would consult with the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) prior to pesticide treatments that could potentially result in water quality
impacts in streams or water bodies that empty into the ocean. CDFA would work with NMFS to
develop additional avoidance measures if it determines an unacceptable risk of water quality

impacts exists.

CDFA has contracted with CDPR to monitor applications of pesticides in non-agricultural areas
under the PDCP, when appropriate. CDPR would sample the concentration of pesticide in the
application storage tank, in nearby surface waters, in the air, and on treated foliage before and after
application. In the event that ecologically sensitive areas are present, toxicity to aquatic organisms
would also be determined in surface water. Surface water sampling may be conducted again

following the first rain or irrigation event post-treatment. Drains, streams, and ponds may be
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tested. The data from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that applications do
not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if
application methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be

modified accordingly.

No significant impacts to water quality are expected to result from the prescribed PDCP treatment
protocol for glassy-winged sharpshooter. Although many pesticides can potentially be significant
water contaminants, the manner in which they would be used makes the potential for water
contamination less than significant. There would be no direct application to water bodies. The
potential for localized off-site runoff into surface waters is less than significant, both as to amount

and frequency.

Mitigation Measure WQ-1: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards that mitigate potential impacts to water quality include using
licensed pesticide applicators with oversight by county agricultural commissioners and monitoring
by CDPR to ensure proper application of the materials. All pesticide label requirements, including
those specifically intended to avoid impacts to water quality, would be followed. CDPR would
sample surface water when appropriate, both before and after PDCP pesticide treatments in non-
agricultural areas. The data from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that
applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to
determine if application methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that

treatments be modified accordingly.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF PESTICIDES ON SURFACE WATER QUALITY FROM
TREATMENTS IN AGRICULTURAL AREAS

Impact WQ-2: Aerial pesticide applications may be used in agricultural areas to implement
the PDCP. Like treatments by the county in non-agricultural areas, pesticide application
would be by licensed pesticide applicators according to product label directions. Pesticide
label requirements specifically prohibit applicators from allowing application or drift over
water bodies. In addition, pesticide labels require precautions be taken against
contaminating water as a result of equipment use and cleaning. Because applicators are
required to follow all pesticide label requirements to avoid adverse impacts to surface waters
from direct application or runoff, the potential for adverse impacts to water quality are not

considered significant.
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Growers in areas affected by glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations could be required by county
agricultural commissioners to treat their crops with pesticides to control new infestations of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter or to reduce existing populations. Growers may treat their crops by
aerial application if this application method is allowed in the area. Like treatments by the county in
non-agricultural areas, pesticides would be applied by licensed pesticide applicators according to
label directions, although the grower and not the county would pay the cost of treatment. As
described previously, pesticide label requirements specifically prohibit applicators from allowing
application or drift over water bodies. Treatments would be made by licensed pesticide
applicators, in compliance with pesticide label requirements and with oversight by the local county
agricultural commissioner. Pilots must receive training and have a pest control aircraft pilot’s
certificate from CDPR prior to conducting aerial pesticide applications. CDPR and county
agricultural commissioners are charged with enforcement of all pesticide regulations. Because
growers and pesticide applicators are required to follow all pesticide label requirements to avoid
water quality impacts to surface waters from direct application or runoff, water quality would not
be notably changed by PDCP pesticide uses. Thus, this is considered a less-than-significant

impact.

Mitigation Measure WQ-2: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Licensed pesticide applicators would follow pesticide label requirements, including those to avoid

adverse impacts to water quality.

POTENTIAL PESTICIDE IMPACTS TO GROUND WATER

Impact WQ-3: The active ingredients of some pesticides could reach ground water by
infiltration from treated ground surfaces (see Appendix P). Label requirements on pesticides
containing active ingredients with these attributes include measures to avoid adverse impacts
to ground water. In addition, the quantity and frequency of use of these pesticides is such
that significant ground water quality impacts would not occur. During PDCP pesticide
treatment, licensed pesticide applicators would follow all pesticide label requirements. Thus,

the potential for impacts to ground water are considered less than significant.

Some pesticides used in the PDCP could potentially reach ground water by infiltration from treated
ground surfaces. During the evaluation of pesticides proposed for registration, the U.S. EPA and

CDPR consider whether or not pesticide active ingredients have the potential to reach ground water
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by leaching or percolation. This is based on specific chemical and physical properties, and specific
use. Label requirements on pesticides containing active ingredients which have the potential to
pollute ground water include measures to avoid adverse impacts to ground water, including
avoiding treatment of areas that are saturated with water. The Pesticide Contamination Prevention
Act establishes procedures for reviewing and modifying the use of pesticides found in ground
water or in soil under certain conditions as a result of agricultural use. These use modifications are
designed to prevent pesticides from reaching ground water at concentrations that would be

considered pollution (CalEPA, 1997).

Imidacloprid, a pesticide currently used in the emergency program, is listed in CDPR’s ground
water protection list under CCR, Title 3, Section 6800(b). Imidacloprid has physical-chemical
properties, such as long half-life, high water solubility, and low soil absorption, that makes it a
potential leacher. The Merit® 75 WP (imidacloprid) product label identifies the following use
restrictions to avoid adverse effects to ground water: “applications should not be made when
turfgrass areas are waterlogged or the soil is saturated with water,” and “avoid runoff or puddling

of irrigation water following application.”

During PDCP pesticide treatment, licensed pesticide applicators would follow all pesticide label
requirements, including those specifically for avoiding adverse impacts to ground water. For this

reason, this impact is less than significant.

Mitigation Measure WQ-3: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards that minimize effects on ground water include using licensed
pesticide applicators with oversight by county agricultural commissioners. All pesticide label
requirements, including those specifically for avoiding adverse impacts to ground water, would be
followed. These use modifications are designed to prevent pesticides from reaching ground water

at concentrations that would be considered pollution (CalEPA, 1997).
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5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This chapter describes the potential impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed
PDCP. Several PDCP components typically would not cause changes to the physical environment
and thus would not have the potential to cause adverse environmental effects to biological
resources. These activities include research, public outreach, and survey and detection efforts. For
this reason, the analysis in this chapter focuses only on the contain the spread and rapid response

elements of the PDCP.

5.4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Widespread glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations thus far have occurred primarily in southern
California, with limited infestations in some northern California counties. However, CDFA has
determined that PDCP activities could potentially occur in every area in which Pierce’s disease
and/or the glassy-winged sharpshooter is present, or may be present. For this reason, the proposed
PDCP covers all of California and the many habitats present within its borders. However,
treatment areas would occur mostly frequently in agricultural, urban, parkland, and landscaped

areas because these altered habitats are where infestations are most likely to occur.

The following sections provide a general overview of existing biological resources in the state, and

the laws, regulations, and policies that govern their protection.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN CALIFORNIA

The Mediterranean climate and varied topography of California have resulted in a tremendous
diversity of plant and animal species in the state. California is one of the most biologically diverse
areas in the world, with about 30,000 species of insects, 63 freshwater fishes, 46 amphibians, 96
reptiles, 563 birds, 190 mammals, and 8,000 plants (Steinhart, 1990). Development and other
changes to the natural environment resulting from California’s rapidly increasing population are
now threatening many of these species. On average, over 20 percent of the naturally-occurring
species of amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals are classified as endangered, threatened, or “of
special concern” by agencies of the state and federal governments. Although “special-status
species” are present in many habitats in California, the majority of these plants and animals are
found in natural plant communities that are rare and/or declining. In general, native habitats

support higher biological diversity than agricultural and urban developed lands in California.
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Some native habitats can support high plant and wildlife diversity even when limited to small,
isolated areas that are surrounded by agricultural or urban development. Depending upon the crop
type, management practices, and location, agricultural land can also provide important wildlife

habitat for certain species.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Many biological resources in California are protected and/or regulated by laws, regulations, and

policies. Key regulatory issues are discussed below.

Special-Status Species

Special-status species are defined as plants and animals that are legally protected or that are
otherwise considered sensitive by federal, state, or local resource conservation agencies and
organizations. For the purposes of this EIR, special-status species include the following categories:
plants and animals listed as state and/or federally threatened or endangered; those considered as
candidates for listing as threatened or endangered; species identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and/or California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) as California Species
of Special Concern; native birds protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA); and
animals and plants listed in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Pursuant to the federal ESA, the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) have
regulatory authority over projects that may affect the continued existence of federally-listed species
or adversely affect their designated critical habitat. Under the ESA, the definition of take includes
killing, harming, or harassing. USFWS has interpreted the definition of harm to include significant
habitat modification. Consultation under Section 10(a) of ESA would be required if it were

determined that the program could affect a federally-listed species.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)

CESA directs state agencies to not approve projects that would jeopardize the continued existence
of an endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
habitat essential to the continued existence of a species. Furthermore, CESA states that reasonable
and prudent alternatives shall be developed by CDFG, together with the project proponent and the

state Lead Agency, consistent with conserving species, while at the same time maintaining a
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project's purpose to the greatest extent possible. If a project will take species that are state-listed
threatened or endangered, it will require an incidental take permit from CDFG. A take of a species,
under the CESA, is defined as an activity that would directly or indirectly kill or harm an

individual of a species.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture,
kill, or possess any migratory birds, or part, nests, or eggs of such migratory birds, which are listed
in wildlife protection treaties between the United States and Canada, Mexico, Japan, and the former

USSR. MBTA protects almost all avian species that are considered native to California.

Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats include sensitive plant communities listed by CDFG in the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) and those that have been given specific consideration under the
California Fish and Game Code, the Clean Water Act, and/or Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act. Sensitive habitats generally include those that are rare, unique, or that support a high level of
endemic or rare plant and/or animal species. Sensitive habitats that are widely distributed in

California include riparian woodland and wetlands.

542 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The potential for the proposed project to result in significant environmental effects was analyzed
using standards provided in the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to the suggested thresholds in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed program would have a significant impact

on biological resources if it would:

e Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,

policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFG or USFWS (State CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of

the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools, coastal, etc.) through
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direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means (State CEQA Guidelines,

Appendix G).

e Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of

native wildlife nursery sites (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (State

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

e Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the

range of a rare or endangered plant or animal (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

5.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

As previously described, two aspects of the PDCP may involve the use of pesticides: 1) the
regulatory portion of the contain the spread element, and 2) the rapid response element. The PDCP
could also include host plant removal and release of non-native biological control agents. Host
plant removal could include, but is not limited to, the removal of unmaintained cropland, roadside
vegetation, etc. The goal of the biological control aspect of the PDCP is to find and release natural
enemies of the sharpshooter that would help reduce the need for pesticide treatments by reducing

population levels of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Prior to shipment of host plants (nursery stock) outside of the infested areas, growers would be
required to comply with measures to ensure the shipments are free of glassy-winged sharpshooters.
Growers may comply by conducting an intensive visual search of the shipment or by treating the

shipment with an appropriate pesticide or other effective method.

Under the rapid response aspect of the PDCP, when new infestations are found in non-agricultural
areas, county agricultural commissioners would contract with licensed pesticide applicators to treat
infested non-agricultural areas. Pesticides may be applied to the foliage of trees and shrubs, or to
soil immediately below trees and shrubs, using ground application equipment. Open areas, such as

grassy areas or open fields, would not be targeted for treatment because they do not contain
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suitable glassy-winged sharpshooter habitat. Detection and delimitation efforts would provide
information on the location and severity of new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations so that

pesticide applications can be targeted where they would be needed.

CDFA has evaluated a number of registered pesticides for use in the rapid response element of the
PDCP. Under the emergency program, carbaryl, imidacloprid, and cyfluthrin have been used for
treating non-agricultural areas. An evaluation of the active ingredients and their potential effects
on wildlife and plant species is provided in Appendix P. It is likely that the use of these particular
pesticides would continue for non-agricultural areas under the proposed PDCP; however, as new
information about the effectiveness of different pesticides against the glassy-winged sharpshooter

becomes available, other registered pesticides may be used.

All pesticide applications must be in compliance with federal and state laws and regulations. The
U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential exposure of plants and wildlife to pesticide residues
when evaluating a pesticide proposed for registration. Pursuant to FAC section 12825, CDPR may
refuse to register any pesticide: "(a) That has demonstrated serious uncontrollable adverse effects
either within or outside the agricultural environment; (b) The use of which is of less public value or
greater detriment to the environment than the benefit received by its use; (c) For which there is a
reasonable, effective, and practicable alternate material or procedure that is demonstrably less
destructive to the environment; (d) That, when properly used, is detrimental to vegetation, except

weeds, to domestic animals, or to the public health and safety."

Pesticide labels indicate if the material is hazardous to specific animals and include application
restrictions to minimize potential impacts to non-target species. The pesticide regulatory program
has been certified as meeting the requirements of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15251
[i], AB 3765).

Under the rapid response aspect of the PDCP, the local county agricultural commissioner may
require growers to use pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter on cropland and in
nurseries. The application of pesticides on agricultural land would be conducted by private
growers or owners and would not be funded by the state or the county. Growers could use any
pesticide registered and approved for use on the commodity to be treated. Commercial agricultural

crops may be treated by aerial application if this is allowed in the area. Because this use of
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pesticides by growers may be a part of the PDCP, the potential hazard implications of this action

are analyzed in this chapter.

Growers could also choose to apply pesticides based on their own determinations. These activities
are not a part of the PDCP. The use of pesticides by private growers to control the glassy-winged
sharpshooter on their own accord is covered under the CDPR pesticide regulatory program and is

not subject to analysis in this EIR.

For all program activities, pesticides would be applied according to label requirements by a
licensed pesticide applicator. All pesticide applications must be in compliance with federal and
state laws and regulations, as described previously. Pesticide use in the PDCP would vary spatially
and temporally in response to a large number of variables, including the extent of the glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestation in an area, weather, presence of endangered or threatened species,

and previous control efforts at a specific site.

The PDCP includes an environmental monitoring component that is arranged for by CDFA and
conducted by CDPR to verify proper application of the treatments. CDPR conducts monitoring of
selected treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the chemicals in surface,
irrigation, and storm runoff water, turf, soil, and air. In the event that ecologically sensitive areas
are present, toxicity to aquatic organisms would also be determined in surface water. Monitoring
of applications by CDPR is a key control component for ensuring that treatments are applied
according to pesticide label requirements and thus avoid significant adverse impacts to sensitive

biological resources.

CDFA has established procedures for the PDCP to identify and avoid adverse impact to sensitive
biological resources in proposed treatment areas. Some of these procedures have been developed
specifically for the proposed PDCP and others apply to all of CDFA control and eradication

programs.

As described in Chapter 4, CDFA has established communication procedures with resource
agencies that provide the earliest possible notice to these agencies prior to implementation of
control and eradication programs for non-native pest outbreaks. The established communication
procedures enable these agencies to provide input into the activities conducted for each new

infestation area prior to treatment.
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CDFA has Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with both the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFGQG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). CDFA has used the process
described in the MOU with CDFG and USFWS to address potential impacts to special-status

species and sensitive habitats.

Although a formal MOU has not been signed by the two agencies, a similar communication
procedure has been agreed to by CDFA and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
whenever eradication or control activities would encroach on salmonids, marine mammals, ocean
coastlines, or streams that empty into the ocean. In a consultation letter dated March 26, 2001 to
the USDA (Appendix N), NMFS outlined the recommended consultation process and concluded
that the PDCP, as currently formulated, is not likely to adversely affect salmonids or their

designated critical habitat protected by the ESA.

Under the communication procedures established by CDFA, when PDCP treatment activities are
proposed upon discovery of a new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation outside of a nursery
situation, CDFA would provide the appropriate agencies with maps showing proposed treatment
areas and would describe the proposed treatment method, including pesticides to be used. CDFA
would then conduct a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for special-
status species and sensitive habitats previously reported inside or in close proximity to treatment
area boundaries and report the results to USFWS and CDFG. NMFS would also be contacted if

streams or water bodies that empty into the ocean were present in the treatment area.

If, using this information and prior knowledge of the proposed treatment areas, any of the resource
agencies conclude that the proposed PDCP activities pose a potential threat to special-status species
or sensitive habitats, the agencies would then develop appropriate mitigation measures to be taken
to protect these resources. If the resource agencies determine that implementation of proposed
PDCP activities could affect sensitive biological resources, restricting or limiting treatment in these
areas is an option. CDFA has altered pest eradication protocols in the past to accommodate
requests from CDFG and USFWS concerning listed threatened and endangered species and non-
listed species and habitats of concern. CDFA would continue to work with both CDFG and
USFWS to avoid “take” of threatened and endangered species and to minimize adverse

environmental impacts to other species of concern.

5.4-7



CHAPTER 5.4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR

PESTICIDES APPLIED IN NON-AGRICULTURAL AREAS

Impact Bio-1: The PDCP includes pesticide treatments in non-agricultural areas.

Treatments in non-agricultural areas could result in the loss of some non-target invertebrates
with temporary effects in treatment areas. Pesticide treatments would not substantially
affect any vertebrate species. The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential effects of a
pesticide on fish and wildlife when evaluating a pesticide proposed for registration and to
determine any use restrictions necessary to ensure that it will not cause unreasonable risks to
the environment. As an additional safeguard, existing Memoranda of Understanding
(MOUs) and established communication procedures with CDFG, USFWS, and NMFS would
ensure that take or other significant impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitats

would be avoided. This potential impact is considered less than significant.

The use of pesticides in non-agricultural areas could result in the loss of non-target invertebrates
with temporary effects on some populations in treatment areas. The use of pesticides under the
PDCP would not be frequent or widespread enough to result in significant impacts to beneficial

insects (see discussion for Impact Bio-3).

The PDCP would not be expected to significantly affect any vertebrate species because the use of
pesticides would involve taking all appropriate precautions as specified on product labels and doses
would be substantially below toxic levels (Appendix P). The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider
potential effects to plants and wildlife during the pesticide registration process and require that
appropriate use restrictions be stated on product labels to provide a reasonable certainty of no harm
to human health or on the environment with proper application. The pesticide regulatory program
has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as meeting the requirements of CEQA (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15251[i]). Environmental monitoring would be conducted by CDPR to
verify proper application of the treatments. Impacts to vertebrates are expected to be limited to
indirect effects such as a possible reduction in the local food supply for birds and other wildlife
species that feed on insects. Indirect impacts on vertebrate species would not be significant.
Although pesticide application could result in a temporary change in the composition of local
invertebrate populations, this change would not have a significant affect on the existing vertebrate

population or wildlife habitat.

Pesticide treatments in non-agricultural areas would not adversely affect any special-status species.

The MOUs with CDFG and USFWS have been successfully implemented to avoid take of special-
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status species during similar CDFA nonnative pest eradication and control projects. Through the
MOU and notification process, CDFA provides information obtained from the CNDDB to
USFWS, CDFQG, and, when appropriate, NMFS. The CNDDB includes reported occurrences of
special-status species and sensitive habitats. The agencies, once notified of PDCP treatment
activities in non-agricultural areas, would review the CNDDB list provided by CDFA and use their
prior knowledge of the area and other resources to determine if the proposed PDCP activities pose
a substantial risk to special-status species or sensitive habitats. CDFA works with CDFG, USFWS,
and NMFS to avoid “take” of threatened and endangered species and to minimize adverse

environmental impacts to species of concern.

Mitigation Measure Bio-1: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
Additional program safeguards to minimize potential hazards include professional application of
registered pesticides and monitoring by CDPR to verify proper application rates and coverage.
CDPR monitoring provides information about pesticide residues in the surrounding environment
after treatment. The data from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that
applications do not lead to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to
determine if application methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that
treatments be modified accordingly. As an additional safeguard, CDFA would notify USFWS,
CDFG, and NMFS, when appropriate, of program activities. CDFA will work with these resource
agencies to avoid “take” of threatened and endangered species and to minimize adverse

environmental impacts to species of concern.

PESTICIDES APPLIED IN AGRICULTURAL AREAS AND NURSERIES

Impact Bio-2: Pesticide treatments associated with the PDCP would occur in agricultural
areas and nurseries. Some agricultural areas provide important habitat for vertebrate
wildlife species, including some special-status species. Nurseries are not considered
important wildlife habitat. The PDCP is not expected to significantly affect any vertebrate
wildlife species because the pesticides used must be in compliance with federal and state laws
and regulations, and the pesticides approved for use are most likely already used routinely in

agricultural areas and nurseries in California. This impact is considered less than significant.

The use of pesticides in agricultural areas and nurseries could result in the loss of non-target

invertebrates with temporary effects on some populations in treatment areas. Non-target insect re-
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colonization and recovery would occur after pesticide treatment ends (see discussion for Impact

Bio-3).

Treatments would be conducted by licensed pesticide applicators, in compliance with pesticide
label requirements, and with oversight by local county agricultural commissioners. Commercial
agricultural crops may be treated by aerial application if this is allowed in the area. Pilots must
receive training and have a pest control aircraft pilot’s certificate from CDPR. As discussed in
Chapter 5.2, application rates and label restrictions provide protective measures to avoid potential

adverse impacts to humans and the environment.

As previously discussed, the U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential effects to plants and
wildlife during the pesticide registration process to ensure that registered products will not cause
unreasonable risks to the environment. PDCP pesticide treatments do not pose a significant hazard
to vertebrate species because allowable application rates would be substantially below known toxic
thresholds. Special-status species that occur in agricultural areas and nurseries are generally
limited to vertebrate species. Thus, significant impacts to special-status species or sensitive
habitats are not anticipated to result from PDCP treatments applied to agricultural areas or

nurseries. This is a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Bio-2: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

NON-TARGET INSECTS

Impact Bio-3: The use of pesticides in the proposed PDCP would pose risks to non-target
insects. Although the PDCP would result in the mortality of some beneficial, non-target
insect populations, the impacts would be temporary and limited to the application site.
Populations of affected insects would recover through recolonization after treatments;
therefore, the temporary loss of non-target insects is considered to be a less-than-significant

impact.

Because the PDCP would involve the use of pesticides, it may pose some risk to non-target insects.
Not all insects are equally vulnerable to insecticides. Treatment may result in temporary changes
in the composition of local insect populations. Beneficial insect populations in treatment areas

could be adversely impacted. Carbaryl is known to be toxic to honeybees and some predacious

5.4-10



PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 5.4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

mite species that help control pest mites. Other beneficial or desirable species may also suffer
temporary population reductions, e.g., ladybird beetles, lacewings, etc. PDCP treatment activities
would be targeted to control new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations. All label restrictions,
including specific application measures to reduce impacts to non-target organisms (such as not
treating blooming plants or while bees are actively foraging) must be followed. In addition, the
PDCP includes provisions to notify commercial beekeepers within the treatment area so that they
may take protective action. (See chapter 5.1 for a discussion of potential disruption of commercial
bee colonies and pest management programs.) Despite precautions, wild bee populations in

treatment areas may suffer temporary reductions.

There is an increased possibility of cumulative effects to insect populations if multiple applications
were to be implemented. In most cases, applications in the same physical area would be only once
or twice a year, however the number of treatments may vary with local conditions and the material
used. The rate of recolonization would depend on several factors, including the population
densities of the organisms in nearby untreated areas. Affected insect populations would re-
equilibrate after pesticide residues have decreased to nontoxic levels (Appendix P). Because the
decrease in insect populations would be temporary and limited to the application site, the impact to

the local ecological system would not be significant.

Mitigation Measure Bio-3: No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

HOST PLANT REMOVAL

Impact Bio-4: Treatment procedures for the PDCP include the removal of vegetation that
serves as a potential host for the glassy-winged sharpshooter or as a source of inoculum for
the Pierce's disease bacterium. Vegetation removal would typically occur on unmaintained
cropland, roadside vegetation, and other areas near an infestation. The PDCP does not allow
the removal of any sensitive habitats or special-status plants. Therefore, this is considered a

less-than-significant impact.

To reduce the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce's disease, vegetation that serves
as a potential host may be removed as part of the treatment procedures for the PDCP. Vegetation
removal could occur on unmaintained cropland, from along roadsides, and elsewhere in proximity

to infestations or vulnerable resources. The PDCP does not involve the removal of special-status
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plants or vegetation associated with sensitive habitats, such as riparian vegetation, wetlands, or
native vegetation supporting special-status wildlife. For this reason, host plant removal would not

result in a significant environmental impact.

Mitigation Measure Bio-4: As a safeguard, implementation of the PDCP would not include the
removal of sensitive habitats or special-status plants. No mitigation is required for this less-than-

significant impact.

RELEASE OF NON-NATIVE BIOLOGICAL CONTROL AGENTS

Impact Bio-5: Non-native natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter could be
released under the biological control aspect of the PDCP. Prior to the importation and
release of natural enemies, CDFA evaluates them for the potential to cause adverse impacts
in the state. Natural enemies would be released only after evaluation determined that the
release would meet the CDFA criteria regarding reasonable avoidance of harm to beneficial,
non-target organisms and the environment. Therefore, no significant impacts are

anticipated.

The goal of the biological control aspect of the PDCP is to find and release effective natural
enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter. It is anticipated that the release of natural enemies of
the sharpshooter would help reduce the need for pesticide treatments. Non-native wasps
Gonatocerus ashmeadi (ex. [“from”] Mexico), Gonatocerus triguttatus (ex. Mexico), and
Gonatocerus morrilli (ex. Mexico) parasitize glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs. Several other
imported glassy-winged sharpshooter natural enemies are currently in quarantine, undergoing
evaluation before being considered for release in California. At present, scientists are not able to
continuously mass rear glassy-winged sharpshooter natural enemies for release. As part of the
PDCP, releases of parasitic wasps would occur to determine if they can survive after release and
significantly reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter populations. Research would continue to locate
natural enemies and improve mass rearing operations. If mass rearing operations can be improved
and trial releases of natural enemies show that they are reducing glassy-winged sharpshooter
numbers, biological control agents could be released to reduce new glassy-winged sharpshooter
populations throughout the state. Please refer to Chapter 4 for more information about the

biological control program.
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Prior to the importation and release of non-native biological control agents, CDFA would evaluate
their potential for causing harm in the state. CDFA guidelines for evaluation are provided in
Appendix J. The guidelines include determining whether a non-native biological control agent
could attack non-pest organisms, such as native insects. The USDA Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS) has the authority to regulate the movement of plant pests into the U.S.
and within the U.S. if they cross state boundaries. USDA has noted that natural enemies of insects
are not considered plant pests and thus are not subject to regulation under their authority. If
approved for introduction into the state, biological control agents would be screened at a quarantine
facility prior to their release. All future permit requests for the importation of natural enemies of
the glassy-winged sharpshooter would be subjected to review by CDFA. Adherence to these
guidelines provides reasonable assurance that beneficial non-target organisms and the environment

would not be adversely affected by the release of non-native biological control agents.

Mitigation Measure Bio-5: CDFA would evaluate foreign biological control agents prior to
importation and release in California. An important phase in assessing the suitability of a new
biological control agent is determining whether it could attack non-pest organisms, such as native
insects, or cause harm to the environment. With these program safeguards, the potential for

adverse environmental impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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6.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

This chapter addresses the following CEQA-required topics: significant irreversible environmental
changes that would be involved in the proposed program should it be implemented, and growth-

inducing impacts.

6.1 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA requires that an EIR describe “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which
Would be Caused by the Proposed Project Should it be Implemented” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.2 (c)). “Significant irreversible environmental changes” include the use of
nonrenewable natural resources during the initial and continuing phases of a program, should a
program result in the unavailability of these resources in the future. “Significant irreversible
environmental changes” also includes primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts that
generally commit future generations to similar uses, and irreversible damage that can result from
environmental accidents associated with a project. Irretrievable commitments of these resources
are required to be evaluated in an EIR to assure that such current consumption is justified. (State

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)).

Natural resources include minerals, energy, land, water, forestry, and biota. Nonrenewable
resources are those resources that cannot be replenished by natural means, including oil, gas, and
iron ore. Renewable natural resources are those resources that can be replenished by natural

means, including water, lumber, and soil.

The proposed PDCP would use minor amounts of both renewable and nonrenewable natural
resources for program implementation. Host plants (renewable natural resources) would be used in
the mass-rearing operations for biological control agents. Oil and gas would be used by growers to
run equipment necessary to treat agricultural fields. This use of non-renewable resources would be
within normal agricultural operations, and would not result in a significant increase in the use of
existing resources. Pesticide treatments in non-agricultural areas would be made by ground crews,

and thus would use human labor rather than non-renewable resources.

The proposed PDCP would not noticeably increase the overall rate of use of any natural resource,

or result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource.
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As discussed in Chapter 5.1 (Agriculture and Land Use), the use of pesticides could cause
disruptive effects and potential economic losses for organic farms, commercial bee colonies, and

farm pest management programs. However, the effects of this disruption would be temporary.

Pesticide labels may contain requirements restricting the use of treated areas for a certain period of
time. For example, the labels on Merit® 75 WP and WSP include requirements that food crops not
be planted for one year following the application. Such pesticides would be used to treat
ornamental plants and other plants in public areas, such as parks and highway right-of-ways, as
allowed by the label. The label requirements of some pesticides could restrict land uses

temporarily, but would not result in significant irreversible environmental change.

In addition, the proposed PDCP is not anticipated to result in irreversible damage from
environmental accidents, such as an accidental spill of pesticides. While it is possible that an
accident could occur within the PDCP, the program would not result in a substantial increase in
accident risk. In the State of California, the storage and use of hazardous substances are strictly
regulated and enforced by various local and regional agencies. The enforcement of these existing
regulations would preclude credible significant program impacts related to environmental

accidents.

6.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

An EIR must discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects that would remove obstacles to population growth. In
addition, increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring
construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects (State CEQA

Guidelines 15126.2(d)).

The PDCP would not have any direct or indirect effect on inducement of additional population
growth in California. While a successful program would help maintain the viability of the state’s

agricultural industry, it would not stimulate significant additional growth in the industry.
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7.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are
considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects
may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative
impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant

projects taking place over a period of time (State CEQA Guidelines 15355).

As previously described, two aspects of the PDCP include the use of pesticides: 1) the regulatory
portion of the contain the spread element, and 2) the rapid response element. It is anticipated that
small infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooters would continue to appear outside of the
generally infested areas of the state. This would result in multiple pesticide applications under the
PDCEP in the contain the spread and rapid response elements, although not necessarily in the same

location.

How many glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations will be found in the future cannot be predicted,
nor how many areas would be treated with pesticides under the proposed PDCP. PDCP detection
and delimitation activities would provide information on the location and severity of new glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestations so that pesticide applications can be targeted where they are

needed.

An analysis of the potential environmental effects of the use of pesticides in the PDCP was
included in Chapter 5. Because multiple pesticide treatments would occur in a treatment area, and
multiple glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation areas would be treated, the analysis of potential
environmental effects from the use of pesticides in Chapter 5 considers the potential for multiple
applications of pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Thus, the potential
cumulative effects from multiple applications of pesticides applied under the proposed PDCP have

been addressed in Chapter 5.

The analysis of cumulative effects in this chapter considers implementation of the PDCP in
combination with other projects, including the past, present, and anticipated future use of pesticides

by other state and local jurisdictions and private growers and homeowners.
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7.1 PESTICIDE USE IN CALIFORNIA

Pesticides are used throughout the State of California by state and local jurisdictions and private
growers and homeowners for agriculture, pest control around buildings and structures, landscape
maintenance, public health, and sanitation. California requires reporting of all commercial
pesticide use, including amounts applied and types of crops or places (e.g., structures, roadsides)
treated. Agricultural and commercial applications, including those for production agriculture,
structural fumigation, and urban structural (e.g., termite control) and landscape applications, must
be reported by pesticide applicators and growers to local county agricultural commissioners.
CDPR compiles the data into a pesticide use report for each year. Pesticide use reports are posted

on the internet at http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pur/purmain.htm. The most recent year for which

pesticide use data are available from CDPR is 2000.

Reported pesticide applications cover only a portion of the pesticides sold in California each year.
Typically, about two-thirds of the pesticide active ingredients sold in a given year are not subject to
use reporting. Examples of non-reported uses are chlorine for municipal water treatment, and

home and garden use pesticide products used by homeowners (CDPR, 2000c).

As summarized in Table 7-1, there were over 187 million pounds of pesticide active ingredient
reported used in California in 2000 (CDPR,2000c). The most recent pesticide active ingredient
sales data available at the time this Draft EIR was printed was for the year 1999. The total amount
of pesticides sold in 1999 was approximately 706 million pounds of active ingredients. Based on a
fractional estimate of 2/3 of the amount of pesticides sold (CDPR, 2000c), it is estimated that
residential uses accounted for approximately 470 million pounds of pesticide active ingredients in

1999.

Reported use has varied from year to year since full use reporting was implemented in California in
1990, ranging from approximately 153 million pounds in 1991 to 214 million pounds in 1998."

Such variances are, and will continue to be, a normal occurrence. These fluctuations are attributed

! Under full use reporting, California became the first state to require reporting of all agricultural pesticide use, including
amounts applied and types of crops or places (e.g., structures, roadsides) treated. Commercial applications - including
structural fumigation, pest control, and turf applications - must also be reported. The main exceptions to full use

reporting are home and garden applications by homeowners, and most industrial and institutional uses.
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to a variety of factors, including changes in planted acreage, crops planted, pest populations, and

weather conditions.

TABLE 7-1: POUNDS OF PESTICIDE ACTIVE INGREDIENTS
USED IN CALIFORNIA IN 2000

Use Pounds of Active Ingredients

Production Agriculture 172,145,719
Postharvest Fumigation 2,134,714
Structural Pest Control 5,164,844
Landscape Maintenance 1,395,421
All Other Reported Use * 6,726,235
Total Reported Use 187,566,933

*Included in "All Other Reported Use" are pesticide applications reported in the following
general categories: pest control on right-of-ways; public health, which includes mosquito
abatement work; vertebrate pest control; fumigation of nonfood and non-feed materials,
such as lumber, furniture, etc.; pesticides used in research; and regulatory pest control
used in ongoing control and/or eradication of pest infestations.

Note: In 1999, approximately 706,000,000 pounds of pesticide active ingredients were
sold in California. The data include residential uses, which are approximated by CDPR
as two-thirds of pesticides sold in any given year, or 470 million pounds in 1999. Sales
data for 2000 were not available at the time this Draft EIR was printed.

Source: CDPR, 2000¢

In 2000, the greatest pesticide use reported was in California’s San Joaquin Valley. Fresno, Kern,
Tulare, San Joaquin and Madera counties in this region reported the highest pesticide use of all the

counties in the state.

It should be noted that the pounds of pesticides used and the number of applications are not
necessarily accurate indicators of the extent of pesticide use or, conversely, the extent of use of
reduced-risk pest management methods. For example, farmers may make a number of small-scale
“spot” applications targeted at problem areas rather than one treatment of a large area. They may
replace a more toxic pesticide used at one pound per acre with a less hazardous compound that
must be applied at several pounds per acre. Either of these scenarios could increase the number of
applications and amount of pounds used without indicating an increased reliance on pesticides

(CDPR, 2000c).
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7.2  COMPARISON OF PROGRAM USE OF PESTICIDES RELATIVE
TO OVERALL USE OF PESTICIDES IN CALIFORNIA
Appendix U provides a summary of the amount of pesticide used in the emergency program for the
year 2000 and 2001 in the counties of Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Sacramento, Santa Clara, and
Tulare (non-agricultural treatments only). As noted previously, it is difficult to predict the number
of areas that may be treated with pesticides in the proposed PDCP. Table 7-2 provides a
comparison of the emergency program’s use of carbaryl, imidacloprid, and cyfluthrin (the active
ingredients in pesticides used in non-agricultural areas in 2000), and the total reported use of those
pesticide active ingredients in California in 2000. The total pounds of carbaryl applied in non-
agricultural areas under the emergency program in 2000 represent less than one-half of one percent

of the total reported use of carbaryl in California in 2000.

TABLE 7-2: POUNDS OF PESTICIDE ACTIVE INGREDIENTS USED IN THE
EMERGENCY PROGRAM AND THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Amount of Pesticide Used
Active Ingredient Emergency PDCP (non- | Total Reported Used in | Percent of Use
agricultural areas only), | California in 2000" by Emergency
2000 * Program
Carbaryl 1,507 lbs. 364,968 Ibs. 0.4 %
Imidacloprid 289 lbs. 101,410 lbs. 0.3 %
Cyfluthrin 27 lbs. 27,083 Ibs. 0.1%

¢ Source: Stacie Oswalt, CDFA, email correspondence March 15, 2001
b Source: CDPR, 2000c

7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The following sections provide a discussion of potential cumulative effects for each of the
environmental topics examined in this EIR. Where applicable, these analyses indicate how

cumulative conditions have been considered in this EIR for each of the environmental impacts.

7.3.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

A cumulative impact could be anticipated if there were an anticipated potential disturbance of
existing land uses that could, in combination with other potential effects, result in a larger
cumulative land use disturbance. In addition, if there were a current or planned physical division
of a community that would be exacerbated by the proposed project, a potential cumulative impact

might occur. Similarly, a cumulative impact would occur if implementation of the PDCP were to
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result in a conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, that collectively with the conversion of

farmland resulting from other projects would result in a significant impact.

As discussed in Chapter 5.1, no significant environmental agriculture or land use impacts have
been identified for the proposed PDCP. The inconvenience associated with agricultural inspection
and shipment regulations and ground crew access for application of pesticides in non-agricultural
areas would be program-specific, and would not be exacerbated by other state or local pest control
projects. The potential temporary loss of organic certifications and disruption to commercial bee
colonies and integrated pest management programs would also be program-specific. These
disturbances would result from pesticide use on properties that would otherwise not use the
pesticides proposed in the PDCP. Although pesticides would continue to be used in agricultural
settings, this would not affect the use of other properties. The PDCP would not result in a
conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The PDCP would benefit the agricultural
industry by supporting the economic viability of the state’s grape industry and possibly other

commodities.

Within the PDCP, greenhouses and laboratory facilities may need to be procured for mass-rearing
of biological control agents. It is anticipated that these activities would not result in significant
environmental impacts because it is anticipated that the greenhouses and laboratory facilities would
be located in agricultural areas, near potential release sites. As described in Chapter 5.1, no
significant environmental impacts are anticipated from the development of new facilities associated
with the PDCP. Additional environmental review of these facilities would occur when they are
proposed for development, as required by Sections 15162 and 15168(c) of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The potential cumulative impact of the use and construction of greenhouses and

laboratory facilities would be considered during the environmental review.

As there are no other pest control programs or private uses of pesticides proposed that could cause
land use disturbances, and there are no existing or anticipated physical divisions, no cumulative

impacts would occur.

7.3.2 HAZARDS

The potential cumulative impacts from multiple applications of pesticides in the proposed PDCP

were considered in the Hazards analysis in Chapter 5.2 of this EIR. As noted in that analysis, the
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U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the chemical characteristics of the active ingredient and potential
exposure of people during pesticide application when a pesticide is evaluated for registration.
During the registration process, a pesticide’s persistence in the environment and whether or not it
accumulates in the human body are considered in assessing potential human health impacts. CDPR
considers the toxic properties of a chemical and estimates the amount of the chemical that could
potentially cause an adverse effect. This includes acute (one time), subchronic (one to three
months) and chronic (long-term and lifetime) evaluations. Label restrictions specifying the time
period during which additional applications of the pesticide may or may not be made, ensure that

human health effects from repeated applications would be less-than-significant.

In addition to pesticides used in the proposed PDCP, the public could be exposed to other
pesticides from other agricultural, commercial, industrial, and home use. As noted previously, all
pesticides applied by growers and licensed pesticide applicators are reported to county agricultural
commissioners and compiled by CDPR in annual pesticide use reports. Current reports can be

accessed on the internet at http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pur/purmain.htm.

The most recent pesticide use data available are for the year 2000. As noted previously, in 2000
there were over 187 million pounds of pesticide active ingredients reported used in California
(CDPR, 2000c). (The amount of pesticides used in private homes and gardens by homeowners is
not included.) The use of approximately 365 thousand pounds of carbaryl was reported in 2000. In
comparison, 1,507 pounds of carbaryl were used in non-agricultural areas under the emergency
Pierce’s disease control program in 2000, representing less than one-half of one percent of the total

amount of carbaryl use reported in California in 2000.

Several federal and state laws are in place to regulate the use of pesticides in California to ensure
that human exposure to multiple pesticides and multiple doses does not result in significant

cumulative adverse health effects.

The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider potential incompatibilities with other chemicals when

evaluating a pesticide proposed for registration. If an incompatibility is found, restrictions are

% The amount of pesticides used by private growers and nursery owners in response to agricultural shipment regulations
and rapid response programs for new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations under the emergency program is not
known. How many glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations would be found in the future cannot be predicted, nor the

total amount of pesticides that would be applied as part of the proposed PDCP.
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placed on the pesticide label to ensure the pesticide, in combination with other pesticides, would be
used safely. Label restrictions can include avoiding mixing a pesticide with an incompatible
chemical, or avoiding application of a pesticide on areas where an incompatible chemical has been
used previously. CDPR's pesticide registration process has been certified as meeting the
requirements of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15251[i]). County agricultural
commissioners evaluate, condition, approve, or deny permits for restricted-use pesticides; certify
private applicators; conduct compliance inspections; and take formal compliance or enforcement
actions. These measures help ensure that applications of multiple pesticides are conducted

according to label restrictions.

In addition to measures that restrict the application of multiple pesticides, several federal and state
laws and monitoring programs are in place to ensure human exposure to multiple pesticides will
not result in adverse human health impacts. Before a pesticide can be used on a food crop, the U.S.
EPA sets a maximum residue — or “tolerance” — allowed on the crop at harvest. CDPR monitors
compliance with pesticide laws and helps ensure that pesticide residues are within the established
tolerance levels set by the U.S. EPA. CDPR takes produce samples at seaports and other points of
entry into the state, packing sites, and wholesale and retail outlets. All samples are analyzed with
tests capable of detecting the presence of more than 200 pesticides and pesticide breakdown
products. Residues above established tolerance levels are rarely found, and detection of pesticide

residues in produce generally are well below established tolerance levels (CDPR, 2001d).

The U.S. EPA has been given a mandate from Congress to develop risk assessment procedures
under the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) that take into consideration all sources of exposure.
The FQPA mandates a single, health-based standard for all pesticides in all foods; provides special
protections for infants and children; expedites approval of reduced risk pesticides; creates
incentives for the development and maintenance of effective crop protection tools for American
farmers; and requires periodic re-evaluation of pesticide registrations and residue tolerances to

keep scientific data supporting pesticide registrations up-to-date.

CDPR, under the mandates set forth in the Toxic Air Contaminant Act of 1983 (amended in 1984),
monitors pesticides that could be considered toxic air contaminants. CDPR develops appropriate
control measures, in coordination with the California Air Resources Board (CARB), to reduce
emissions of these pesticides to levels that are protective of public health. Control measures may

be implemented through various methods, such as product labeling, applicator training, or
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restrictions on use patterns or locations. Carbaryl, a pesticide that would be used in non-
agricultural areas in the proposed PDCP, is considered a potential toxic air contaminant by CDPR.
Under the proposed PDCP, applications of carbaryl and other pesticides proposed for use in non-
agricultural areas would be monitored by CDPR to look for drift and air or water contamination.
The data from environmental monitoring would be reviewed to ensure that applications do not lead
to undesirable residue levels. Anomalous results would be evaluated to determine if application
methods needed to be adjusted, and if so, the PDCP would require that treatments be modified

accordingly.

Pesticide label restrictions and the implementation of pesticide monitoring programs by CDPR
would ensure that the contribution of the PDCP to public exposure to pesticides would not be

considerable, and would not result in significant cumulative adverse health effects.

7.3.3 WATER QUALITY

As discussed in Chapter 5.3, implementation of the proposed program would not result in
significant effects to water quality. The potential for localized off-site runoff into surface water is
limited, both as to amount and frequency. The U.S. EPA and CDPR consider the potential effects
to water quality and aquatic environments when evaluating a pesticide for registration. Potential
incompatibilities with other chemicals are also considered during the evaluation. Label restrictions

would be added, if necessary, to limit runoff and reduce potential water quality impacts.

In addition to restrictions on the use and application of registered pesticides on or near water
bodies, federal and state regulations require identification and monitoring of pesticides with the
potential to cause water quality impacts. Water quality standards are set by State and Regional
Water Quality Control Boards according to Section 303 of the California Clean Water Act.
Regional Water Quality Control Boards adopt Basin Plans that establish water quality objectives,
describe implementation programs to achieve these objectives, and describe surveillance and
monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the water quality control program. The
Regional Water Quality Control Boards monitor pollution from pesticide runoff into water bodies.
Under the proposed PDCP, CDPR would monitor pesticide treatments in non-agricultural areas to

ensure that water quality standards are not violated.
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In compliance with the Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act, CDPR also monitors ground water
for potential contamination by pesticides, and identifies and tracks pesticides with the potential to
pollute ground water. The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act establishes procedures for
reviewing and modifying the use of pesticides found in ground water. These use modifications are
designed to prevent pesticides from reaching ground water at concentrations that would be

considered pollution (CalEPA, 1997).

Imidacloprid, a pesticide currently used in the emergency program, is listed in CDPR’s ground
water protection list under CCR, Title 3, Section 6800(b). Imidacloprid has physical-chemical
properties, such as long half-life, high water solubility, and low soil absorption, that make it a
potential leacher. During PDCP pesticide treatment, licensed pesticide applicators must follow all

pesticide label requirements, including those to specifically avoid impacts to ground water.

Because all pesticide label requirements would be followed, potential runoff from agricultural

production areas where other pesticides are commonly used would not be considerably altered by
PDCP pesticide uses. Pesticide label restrictions and the implementation of pesticide monitoring
programs by CDPR would ensure that the contribution of the PDCP to water quality effects from

pesticides would not result in significant cumulative water quality impacts.

7.3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The potential cumulative impacts from multiple applications of pesticides under the proposed
PDCP were considered in the biological resources analysis in Chapter 5.4 of this EIR. The U.S.
EPA and CDPR consider the potential exposure of plants and wildlife to pesticide residues when
evaluating a pesticide proposed for registration. This information is used to determine whether the
pesticide will be registered and to define any use restrictions necessary to ensure that they will not
cause unreasonable risks to the environment. The pesticide regulatory program has been certified
as meeting the requirements of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15251 [i]). As an
additional safeguard, a communications protocol has been established to inform USFWS, CDFG,
and NMFS of program activities and to develop measures to avoid adverse impacts to threatened

and endangered species and other species of special concern to resource agencies.

As described in Chapter 5.4, PDCP control methods may also include the removal of vegetation

that serves as a potential host for the glassy-winged sharpshooter or as a source of inoculum for the
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Pierce’s disease bacterium. Vegetation removal could occur on unmaintained cropland, from along
roadsides, and elsewhere in proximity to infestations. The PDCP does not allow the removal of
any sensitive habitats or special-status plants, and thus the program’s host plant removal activities

would not cumulatively contribute to the loss of these protected resources.

The proposed PDCP would result in the mortality of non-target beneficial insects; however, the
impacts would be temporary and limited to application sites. Applications to a specific area under
the PDCP would typically be limited to, at most, three times per year. In most cases, applications
in the same physical area are expected to be only once or twice a year. Populations of affected
organisms would recolonize the area after pesticide residues have decreased to nontoxic levels
(Appendix P). The use of pesticides under the PDCP, alone and in combination with other
pesticide use, would not be frequent or widespread enough to result in significant impacts to
beneficial insect populations. Re-colonization and recovery would occur after pesticide treatment
ends. The use of pesticides in California by private growers and pesticide applicators could also
result in effects to non-target species. Like the pesticide applications for the proposed PDCP, these
impacts would be temporary and insect population levels would re-establish from surrounding
untreated areas. The temporary loss of non-target species as a consequence of the use of pesticides
in the proposed PDCP would not result in an overall considerable change in populations of these
organisms. Therefore, considering the limited application area and the temporary nature of
potential effects, the PDCP would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative biological

effects.




8.0 ALTERNATIVES

The PDCP, as proposed, has been described and analyzed in the previous chapters with an
emphasis on potentially significant impacts and program safeguards to avoid these impacts. The
State CEQA Guidelines require the description and comparative analysis of a range of reasonable
alternatives that have been developed to avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant

effects identified for the project analyzed in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)).

Although no significant impacts have been identified for the PDCP (when considering the
additional safeguards that would be implemented with the program), the following discussion is
intended to inform the public and decision-makers of project alternatives that could be
implemented and the positive and negative aspects of those alternatives. This chapter also includes
an analysis of the No Project Alternative, as required by the State CEQA Guidelines (Section
15126.6(¢)).

As described in Chapter 5, the proposed PDCP incorporates a number of methods that have been
shown to be effective at controlling the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Xylella
fastidiosa, the bacterium that causes Pierce’s disease. A description of control methods that have
been evaluated by CDFA for their effectiveness against Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter is provided in Section 8.1 below. In addition, CDFA has examined a number of
program alternatives for dealing with the problems caused by the glassy-winged sharpshooter's
transmission of the pathogen Xylella fastidiosa, a bacterium. These alternatives use different
combinations of control methods to slow the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Xylella
fastidiosa. Four alternatives were selected for analysis in this EIR and are described beginning
with Section 8.2 (page 8-13). Two alternatives were considered but withdrawn from further
analysis because it was determined that they were either infeasible or would not avoid or lessen the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed PDCP. A short description of alternatives
withdrawn from consideration is provided in Section 8.6 with a discussion of why they were

withdrawn.

The four alternatives that are compared in this chapter are the following:

e No Project Alternative;

e Alternative A: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged

sharpshooter but do not take any action against glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations;
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e Alternative B: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and abate new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations on agricultural lands,

using the most effective treatments available; and

e Alternative C: Regulate the movement of commodities that may carry the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and abate all infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooter outside of the

generally infested areas, but do not use conventional pesticides in non-agricultural areas.

The potential environmental effects of the alternatives were analyzed for both the short and long-
term. Each alternative is analyzed for its effectiveness at slowing the spread of the glassy-winged

sharpshooter and Xylella fastidiosa.

It is noteworthy that several of the PDCP components would not have the potential to cause
adverse environmental effects, and would likely be implemented independent of the PDCP should
this EIR not be certified or the proposed PDCP, as described in this EIR, not be approved. These
activities include research, public outreach, and survey and detection efforts. Included in these
activities are the survey efforts that are funded by the USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Services (APHIS). These activities typically would not cause changes to the physical environment.
Thus, it is anticipated that these activities would continue if this EIR is not certified or the proposed

PDCP, as described in this EIR, is not approved.

8.1 ALTERNATIVE CONTROL METHODS

CDFA has examined a number of methods for controlling the spread of the pathogen Xylella
fastidiosa and the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Each method is discussed below along with an
evaluation of its possible effectiveness, strengths, and weaknesses and the potential environmental
impacts of its use. Research on alternative control methods continues to occur. A summary of

research activities that have been funded by CDFA and other sponsors is provided in Appendix T.

Methods that have been shown to be effective against the spread of Xylella fastidiosa or the glassy-
winged sharpshooter have been incorporated into the proposed PDCP. The PDCP also
incorporates a research component that includes the study and development of other control
measures. Should one or more of these other methods prove effective at significantly lowering

glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers, their use could be incorporated into the PDCP in the future.
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If a new method is added to the PDCP in the future, additional environmental review would be

conducted if significant new environmental impacts are anticipated.

At this time, many of the alternatives discussed here are, for the most part, unproven methods that
have been suggested or promoted by interested parties. Data on efficacy are lacking, and they are
therefore not yet suitable for general application. Those that are deemed to have merit, may be

evaluated further as part of the research element of the PDCP.

8.1.1 ALTERNATIVE CONTROL METHODS AIMED AT XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA

HOST PLANT RESISTANCE

The goal of host plant resistance is to find plants that are able to tolerate or resist infection by
Xylella fastidiosa, and then transfer the genetic basis (genes) of this tolerance or resistance to
desirable crop plants using either conventional breeding or more modern genetic engineering

techniques.

There are Vitis vinifera' varieties that die more slowly when infected with Xylella fastidiosa than
others (Goodwin and Purcell 1992, Varela et al., 2001), but there are no Vitis vinifera varieties that

are tolerant or resistant to infection by Xylella fastidiosa (Kamas et al., 2000, Varela et al., 2001).

There are species of grapes in the southeastern United States that are tolerant or resistant to
infection by Xylella fastidiosa (Kamas et al., 2000), but to date no one has successfully transferred
that tolerance or resistance to Vitis vinifera. Researchers at the University of Florida have
announced that they have isolated the genes responsible for tolerance or resistance to Xylella
fastidiosa, but isolating the genes is only the first step in successfully utilizing them. Based on
experiences in other plants, it is likely to take five to ten years or more before these genes could be
actually integrated into the genetic material of Vitis vinifera. Breeding or developing tolerant or

resistant varieties of Vitis vinifera may eventually solve the Pierce’s disease problem.

Although breeding tolerant or resistant Vitis vinifera varieties could eventually take care of Pierce’s
disease, it is possible that the resulting grapes or grape products may not be accepted by consumers

or producers. Development of raisin or table grape varieties by classic breeding has been done, and

! the grape grown commercially in California
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new varieties of table grapes have been successfully marketed. It is likely that the insertion of
genetic material from other species into Vitis vinifera varieties used to make wine would encounter
some problems of public acceptance as this may be viewed as adulterating the varietal “pureness”
of the resulting wine. It is unclear how serious this might be, but preliminary discussions with

grape breeders suggest that it could be extensive, especially in export markets.

VINE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

A number of vine management practices are available to growers to help them potentially reduce
the impact of Pierce’s disease in their vineyards. Goodwin and Purcell, 1992; Purcell pers. comm.
and Kamas et al., 2000, advocate the removal of infected vines from the vineyard as a method to
reduce “within vineyard” transmission of Xylella fastidiosa. This recommendation is based on
models of disease transmission, and as yet has no direct field observations to support it. Removing
infected vines seems to be a prudent measure that may help to reduce the transmission of the
pathogen within infected vineyards, but the removal of infected vines would not stop the
transmission of Xylella fastidiosa into the vineyard from elsewhere by vectors such as the glassy-

winged sharpshooter.

Removing non-cultivated hosts of Xylella fastidiosa from within and around the vineyards works
when addressing native vectors because they disperse smaller distances than the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, and because native vectors do not breed within vineyards (see Chapter 3 for more
information about sharpshooter biology). It is not known if these measures will help reduce the
spread of Pierce’s disease by the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Existing data indicate that the
pattern of spread of Xylella fastidiosa by the glassy-winged sharpshooter differs markedly from

that of native vectors (see Appendix B).

Pruning of vines has been an effective indirect method of limiting Pierce’s disease in vineyards in
situations where the pathogen is transmitted later in the season by native vectors (Pierce, 1892).
Native vectors tend to feed on newer growth at the tips of the vines and infect plants at that point.
If pruning is done before this infection can move into the older portion of the vines, the infected
section is removed. It is unclear if this technique will be as effective with infections spread by the
glassy-winged sharpshooter. The glassy-winged sharpshooter feeds on larger, older sections of the
vine that are not removed during pruning. It has also been shown to feed on vines in the winter in

Temecula (Riverside County). These infections are below the point of pruning.
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Some growers in Temecula are trying to prune the pathogen from their vines by removing all
runners from infected plants. There are no data to support the effectiveness of this method and it
failed to help stem the Pierce’s disease problem in southern California last century (Pierce, 1892).
The fact that the glassy-winged sharpshooter feeds on the main trunk of the vine during the winter

argues against this method having a great impact on the incidence of Pierce's disease.

It has been suggested that only unhealthy, mismanaged vines are susceptible to infection by Xylella
fastidiosa, and that organic farming techniques, using soil amendments such as worm castings,
avoiding the use of synthetic organic chemicals, and proper fertilization practices will maintain
healthy vines. At present, there are no data to support such claims, and Pierce (1892) found no
basis for such ideas in the 1890s in southern California, long before modern conventional

chemicals were available for use.

DIRECT CONTROL OF XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA

There are data showing that some antibiotics (e.g., tetracycline) can suppress Xylella fastidiosa
when administered into infected plants (Goheen and Hopkins, 1988). The technique had limited
success in the southeast, but was not successful when used in hotspots in California (Goheen and

Hopkins, 1988).

There are obvious problems with the delivery of antibiotics, either at periodic intervals or
continuously, into large numbers of grapevines. The continuous delivery of antibiotics into
producing grapevines raises questions about their potential presence in the harvested grapes and
grape products. Continuous exposure of bacteria to antibiotics has frequently resulted in the

development of resistance to the antibiotic in the exposed bacteria.

Claims have been made for various “cures” for Pierce’s disease in grapevines. The Research
Subcommittee of the Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force (Task Force) evaluate such claims and
presents recommendations to the full Task Force. The full Task Force may recommend funding for
research of a proposed cure, taking no action with respect to the suggested cure, or notify affected

industries for them to consider private investigation.
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TECHNIQUES FOR REDUCING TRANSMISSION BY INFECTED STOCK

Xylella fastidiosa-infected cuttings or buds have been suggested as a possible way of spreading the
pathogen. It has not been shown that transmission of Pierce’s disease from infected cuttings or
buds is a significant factor in the spread of Xylella fastidiosa. Pierce (1892), and Goheen and
Hopkins (1988) noted that infected cuttings or buds do not survive long enough to have vectors
transmit the pathogen to uninfected plants. Hot water treatments are effective at killing any Xylella
fastidiosa in infected grapevines prior to the vines being planted into the field (Goheen and
Hopkins, 1988). However, this treatment would not prevent infection of the vines by the glassy-

winged sharpshooter or other vectors once they are in the field.

FEASIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS OF XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA CONTROL MEASURES

The control measures for Xylella fastidiosa described above are currently considered infeasible for

the following reasons:

1. Transferring tolerance or resistance to Xylella fastidiosa has yet to be successfully

accomplished for grapevines grown commercially in California;

2. The widespread removal of infected vines would not stop further transmission of Xylella

fastidiosa in the state;

3. Antibiotics have not been shown to be successful in treating Xylella fastidiosa in

commercial plantings in California; and

4. Infected nursery stock has not been shown to be a significant factor in the spread of Xylella
fastidiosa, thus, elimination of infected nursery stock would not effectively control the

spread of the disease.

For these reasons, these alternative control measures are not analyzed further in this EIR. CDFA
will continue to investigate these potential remedies through the research component of the PDCP.
This research effort is a joint effort among CDFA, Caltrans, USDA, UC, affected counties, and
industry groups. This effort is coordinated through the Research Subcommittee of the Pierce’s
Disease Advisory Task Force. There are currently over forty scientists working on more than sixty

projects funded by state and federal governments, and private industry (see Appendix T).
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8.1.2 CONTROL METHODS AIMED AT THE GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL

Biological control involves the use of natural enemies to reduce the population size of a target pest.
As described in Chapter 4, releases of biological control agents would be used in the proposed
PDCP to lower the number of glassy-winged sharpshooters in infested areas of California.
However, the use of natural enemies of the glassy-winged sharpshooter may not always be
compatible with the use of pesticides. Therefore, biological control agents would be released in
areas in which foliar applications of pesticides were not essential. The goal is to lower glassy-
winged sharpshooter numbers to help reduce the potential dispersal of the pest, and reduce the

spread of Xylella fastidiosa.

At present, there are no data to indicate that complete biological control of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter can be achieved using existing known natural enemies. Because only one glassy-
winged sharpshooter can infect multiple plants with Xylella fastidiosa, glassy-winged sharpshooter
populations must be driven almost to extinction, and maintained at very low levels to prevent

economic injury to susceptible crops.

In order to rear egg mass parasites of glassy-winged sharpshooters, it is necessary to maintain a
colony of egg-laying glassy-winged sharpshooters. Currently, scientists are not able to
continuously mass rear the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Thus, they are unable to mass rear egg
parasites for use in an inundative release program aimed at increasing the rate of parasitism of egg
masses. As part of the proposed PDCP, research would continue to improve mass rearing
operations to generate the numbers of natural enemies needed to fully test their ability to be used in

inundative releases (Elzen and King, 1999).

Augmentative releases of predators of the glassy-winged sharpshooter would cause temporary local
decreases in the numbers of other non-target organisms such as aphids, mealybugs, whiteflies,
leafthoppers, mites, etc. (Elzen and King, 1999, Flaherty and Wilson, 1999). These insects are
mostly considered pests and also serve as prey for some predator insect species. The localized
nature of the releases and the dispersal of glassy-winged sharpshooter predators from the area when
the food supply is reduced would make these changes temporary and mostly go unnoticed by most
people. Releases of predators are not expected to significantly reduce populations of glassy-

winged sharpshooters because they feed on other prey and disperse to other areas.
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MASS TRAPPING

Mass trapping involves the use of a large number of traps to eliminate or greatly reduce the
population of a pest in the trapped area. Currently, there is no known trap or lure that is
sufficiently attractive to the glassy-winged sharpshooter to make this method effective. The yellow
sticky trap currently being used in the emergency program is useful for detection but not for
population reduction. Research is being conducted on lures for the glassy-winged sharpshooter,

but nothing is currently available.

TRAP CROPS

Trap crops are plants that a pest would find attractive enough that they would congregate and
remain on them. Trap crops can then be treated with a pesticide to reduce the pest population in an
area without treating other plants. There are no data to show that trap crops exist for the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, or that treating only the more attractive host plants, like crape myrtle, would
significantly reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers. The nature of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter to feed and breed on a number of plant hosts makes the effective use of trap crops

unlikely.

PHYSICAL REMOVAL

The physical removal of a pest from an area using a vacuum, hand picking, etc., has been suggested
as a way to deal with glassy-winged sharpshooter. Physical removal requires that sufficient glassy-
winged sharpshooters be removed to effect a reduction in the population of the pest. While
vacuuming may have some impact in rows with plants of equal height, it is very unlikely that
sufficient numbers of the highly mobile glassy-winged sharpshooter can be captured to effect a
significant population reduction. Glassy-winged sharpshooters are easily disturbed and quickly
move away from the source of the disturbance. In addition, glassy-winged sharpshooters feed in

the tops of trees and shrubs that are difficult to reach and search.

It may be possible to remove sufficient egg masses to effect a population reduction if all the leaves
can be effectively searched, such as on potted plants in a nursery setting. However, glassy-winged
sharpshooters will readily deposit eggs in leaves in the tops of trees and shrubs, making their

discovery difficult at best.
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In most cases, it is unlikely that sufficient glassy-winged sharpshooter life stages can be physically
removed to effect a reduction in their population. There are no data to support the efficacy of these

techniques.

FOLIAGE OR HOST PLANT REMOVAL

Removing all host plants from an area would result in the removal of all glassy-winged
sharpshooter egg masses present, and the dispersal of all glassy-winged sharpshooter nymphs and
adults from the affected area. However, the dispersal of the glassy-winged sharpshooter from
affected properties could result in an expansion of the infested area, and would likely lead to a need
for increased pesticide treatments. Removing all host plants would also result in localized
reductions in all arthropods that feed on the affected plants, and the dispersal of their natural

enemies. These reductions would be localized and last until the removed plants were replaced.

BARRIERS

There are physical and chemical barriers that could be used against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. Physical barriers would be used to surround plants with a screen that would keep the
glassy-winged sharpshooter out of vineyards and other cropland. Some may use a sticky film to
catch glassy-winged sharpshooters that contact them. CDFA initiated a pilot project in the fall of
2001 to research the effectiveness of constructing screens around nurseries to protect nursery stock
from infestation by glassy-winged sharpshooters. It is likely that this study would continue under
the proposed PDCP. CDFA would share the results of the project with nursery owners and

growers, who may choose to use screens as a control method.

Chemical barriers include antifeedants like neem extracts or repellents like kaolin clay. There are
no data to show that antifeedants would reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter population numbers.
More likely they would drive the mobile glassy-winged sharpshooter nymphs and adults to other
sites to feed. Kaolin clay sprays on grape leaves are being credited with slowing the migration of
the glassy-winged sharpshooter into vineyards in Kern County, but data measuring the impact are
lacking. As with antifeedants, repellents simply move the mobile glassy-winged sharpshooter
nymphs and adults onto untreated plants nearby. The dispersal of the glassy-winged sharpshooter
from affected properties could result in an expansion of the infested area and would likely lead to a

need for increased pesticide treatments.
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ELIMINATION OF THE ABILITY OF THE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER TO
TRANSMIT XYLELLA FASTIDIOSA

In theory, it may be possible to alter either the glassy-winged sharpshooter or the bacterium Xylella
fastidiosa to prevent the transmission of the bacterium. Such an alteration, if passed into the
general population of the vector and/or pathogen, would provide an effective “cure” to the disease
problems caused by the pathogen. At this time, achieving such a transformation in either the
glassy-winged sharpshooter or the pathogen is at best speculative. Such genetically-altered
organisms would undergo review by federal and state governments to determine if they would be
allowed to be released into the environment. It is not expected that such organisms would be

available for release in the near future, if they can be developed at all.

INTERPLANTING OR BORDER PLANTING OF SUSCEPTIBLE CROPS

The goal of interplanting or border planting one crop in or beside another crop is to increase the
complexity of agro-ecosystems and thus preserve the diversity of natural enemies that would
maintain pest numbers at acceptable levels. The technique has been used successfully with several
crops (Murphy et al., 1998, Nentwig, 1998, Coll, 1998, Helenius, 1998). It is unclear if
interplanting or border planting would be successful with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Glassy-
winged sharpshooter nymphs need to feed on many different plants to complete their development,
and providing such diversity in plantings of susceptible crops may actually increase overall glassy-
winged sharpshooter survival and subsequent numbers of the pest. There are no data to support the

efficacy of interplanting to suppress glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers to acceptable levels.

MATING DISRUPTION

The goal of mating disruption is to interrupt signaling between the sexes of the target pest and thus
prevent or lower mating and the subsequent production of offspring. The technique has proven
successful with insects that produce airborne chemicals that attract the opposite sex (pheromones).
Glassy-winged sharpshooters, like other leafthoppers, most likely use acoustic signals transmitted
through the plants on which they reside to attract mates (Claridge, 1985). There are no data

showing that mating disruption is effective in such instances.
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AVOID PLANTING SUSCEPTIBLE CROPS IN OR NEAR GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER HABITATS

Another proposed tactic is to avoid the planting of susceptible crops, such as grapevines, in or near
leafthopper breeding habitats. It has been suggested that this would lower the incidence of Pierce’s
disease spread by separating the habitat of vectors from the susceptible crop itself (Goodwin and
Purcell, 1992, Kamas et al., 2000). It is unlikely this tactic would prevent the spread of Pierce’s
disease by the glassy-winged sharpshooter. The glassy-winged sharpshooter breeds in grape
vineyards and may breed on other susceptible crops. The glassy-winged sharpshooter also breeds
in citrus crops. The breeding of the glassy-winged sharpshooter in several crops, including
susceptible crops, makes it impossible to plant susceptible crops in areas away from where the pest

breeds.

USE STERILE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTERS

The use of sterile insects to reduce or eliminate populations of pest insects has been effective
against several species of fruit flies (CDFA 1999, 2000a, b). The goal in a glassy-winged
sharpshooter program would be to release sufficient numbers of sterile glassy-winged
sharpshooters to attain a high probability of each wild female glassy-winged sharpshooter mating

with a sterile male glassy-winged sharpshooter and thus producing non-viable eggs.

At present, mass rearing operations for the glassy-winged sharpshooter have not been successful.
The ability to mass rear glassy-winged sharpshooters is necessary to produce the sterile adults
needed for release. There are also critical factors in the insect’s biology that would influence the
success of this method. It is not known if glassy-winged sharpshooter females mate more than
once, whether the males mate more than once, whether the refractory period between multiple
matings (if they occur) is the same for females mated to sterile or wild males, or whether mass
reared glassy-winged sharpshooter males can successfully compete for, and mate with, wild
females. It is unlikely that mass rearing of glassy-winged sharpshooter for use in sterile insect
releases would be available within the next seven years. Also, sterile glassy-winged sharpshooters
would be still capable of spreading Pierce’s disease, so releasing large numbers would exacerbate

the disease problem.
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INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT (IPM)

The University of California advocates the use of multiple techniques to control pests based on
monitoring pest numbers in the field (Flaherty et al., 1992, Flaherty and Wilson, 1999). Growers
would use one or more of the techniques described above to manage glassy-winged sharpshooter

populations and reduce them to acceptable levels.

Texas A & M University advocates an IPM approach to reducing grapevine death from Xylella
fastidiosa (Kamas et al., 2000). The IPM program recommends pesticide treatments, buffer zones
around vineyards, planting away from areas where the vectors breed, and removal of infected
grapevines from vineyards. The trigger for pesticide treatments is one glassy-winged sharpshooter
in 25 net sweeps of vegetation in and around a vineyard. Despite these efforts, Texas grape

growers have lost millions of dollars to Pierce's disease (Kamas et al., 2000).

The problem facing growers is that a single Xylella fastidiosa-infected glassy-winged sharpshooter
can itself infect multiple susceptible plants while feeding. Reducing the damage caused by Xylella
fastidiosa infection of a crop requires that glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers be reduced to
levels lower than may be achievable using IPM approaches. Growers who resort to extensive
pesticide treatments to reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers may disrupt non-chemical
controls already in place for other pests. If research to deal directly with the pathogen is

successful, there would be little need for [IPM programs aimed at the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

FEASIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS OF GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER CONTROL
MEASURES

In summary, the control measures for glassy-winged sharpshooter described in this section are

considered infeasible at this time for the following reasons:

1. At this time, complete biological control of the glassy-winged sharpshooter cannot be

achieved using natural enemies;

2. There is no known trap or lure that is attractive enough to the glassy-winged sharpshooter

to effectively control its spread;

3. There are no known trap crops (crops that the pest would find attractive enough that they

congregate and remain on them) for the glassy-winged sharpshooter;

4. Physical or manual removal approaches (e.g., vacuuming or hand-picking) have not been

shown to be effective;
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5. Removing all host plants from an infested area would only result in localized reductions in
glassy-winged sharpshooter, and would not be a feasible approach to controlling the

glassy-winged sharpshooter throughout the state;

6. Barriers have not yet been shown to be effective in controlling the spread of the glassy-

winged sharpshooter;

7. A genetically-altered glassy-winged sharpshooter that lacks the ability to vector Xylella

fastidiosa is not available;

8. Mating disruption has not been shown to be an effective control measure for glassy-

winged sharpshooter;

9. Because the glassy-winged sharpshooter will breed in multiple crops, the avoidance of

breeding habitat is not feasible;

10. Mass rearing operations for the glassy-winged sharpshooter are not yet developed, and

releasing large numbers of sterile vectors would increase the risk of disease transmission.

For these reasons, these alternative control measures are not analyzed further in this EIR.
However, as previously noted, CDFA would continue to investigate potential remedies through the

research component of the PDCP.

8.2 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(¢e)) require that the No Project Alternative be

analyzed in an EIR to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed
project with the impact of not approving the proposed project. If the proposed PDCP were not
approved, CDFA would stop the legislatively mandated PDCP, including all regulatory actions,
survey, treatment, research, and public outreach of the emergency program. Current regulations
would be repealed and containment, control, or other holding action for the glassy-winged
sharpshooter could occur only at the discretion of local county agricultural commissioners. Any
pesticide use that occurs as a result of the statewide program to control the glassy-winged

sharpshooter would be discontinued.
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Nursery shipments going to uninfested areas would continue to be required to be free from glassy-
winged sharpshooters in accordance with nursery standards of pest cleanliness (CCR Section
3060.2). Shipments staying within the generally infested areas would be required to meet the state

standard of “commercially clean.””

Detection of the glassy-winged sharpshooter would occur only
during routine nursery inspections and any action to control the pest would be at the discretion of
local county agricultural commissioners, pending availability of resources. There would be no
state-sponsored or coordinated outreach to encourage citizens to report infestations of the pest. It is
unlikely that abatement would occur outside a nursery situation, and there would be no coordinated
distribution of information on effective treatment methods by the state. The state would not be
involved in coordinating research into effective control methods for Xylella fastidiosa or the

glassy-winged sharpshooter.

8.2.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

Because PDCP-related pesticide treatments would not occur in non-agricultural areas under the No
Project Alternative, the inconvenience associated with ground crew activities for application of
pesticides in non-agricultural areas would be avoided. Because all required pesticide use
associated with the emergency program’s rapid response activities would cease, the potential
disruption to commercial bee colonies, pest management programs, and organic farms would be
avoided. It is likely, however, that growers would use increasing amounts of pesticides to control
the glassy-winged sharpshooter independent of the PDCP. The rearing and release of biological
control agents would not occur under the No Project Alternative and therefore greenhouses and
other facilities would not be procured for mass-rearing operations. Although these types of effects
are probable with implementation of the PDCP, no significant environmental impacts related to

land use have been identified for the proposed PDCP.

If no measures were implemented to control the spread of Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, it is estimated that between 28,997 to 91,822 acres of grapes would be lost annually
in the State of California when glassy-winged sharpshooter spreads throughout the state (Appendix
B). These losses could cost grape growers between $229,749,000 and $590,648,000 annually in

2 Commercially clean means that “pests are under effective control, are present only to a light degree, and that only a few
of the plants in any lot or block of nursery stock or on the premises show any infestation or infection, and of these none
show more than a few individuals of any insect, animal or weed pests or more than a few individual infestations of any

plant disease” (CCR Title 3 Section 3060.2(a)).




PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 8: ALTERNATIVES

crop losses, pesticide application costs, and crop replacement costs. In addition, other crops,
including alfalfa and almonds, could be negatively affected by the spread of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and Xylella fastidiosa. (See Appendix B for further detail on the projected impacts of
Pierce’s disease and the glassy-winged sharpshooter in California.) These impacts would ripple
through California's economy, leading to significant economic impacts to related trade and tourism

sectors.

As a result of the economic losses associated with the spread of Pierce’s disease, the No Project
Alternative could result in the indirect conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use. The natural
progression would likely be that vineyards impacted by Pierce’s disease would be converted to
more economically viable uses. If these uses were not agricultural, a conversion of farmland would

occur. This would be a significant impact of the No Project Alternative.

8.22 HAZARDS

Under the No Project Alternative, pesticide use associated with the statewide program to control
the glassy-winged sharpshooter would cease. However, without a coordinated statewide program,
the glassy-winged sharpshooter and impacts from an increased infection rate of Xylella fastidiosa
in susceptible plants would spread to new areas of the state. As a result, overall use of pesticides
by growers could increase to protect individual properties from the effects of Xylella fastidiosa.
Although label requirements direct growers to use pesticides in specific ways, private use of
pesticides is not monitored to the degree that it would be monitored under the PDCP. Further, the
additional safeguards provided by the PDCP that would ensure that pesticides were applied in safe
and environmentally sensitive ways would not be provided. However, no significant human health
impacts would be anticipated from pesticide residues or spray drifts when registered pesticides are

used according to label restrictions.

Without regulations to ensure shipments out of infested areas of the state are free of glassy-winged
sharpshooter, other states and countries that did not have glassy-winged sharpshooters and/or
Xylella fastidiosa may quarantine California products suspected of harboring either organism, with
resulting economic impacts. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is currently known to infest the states
of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, North Carolina, South Carolina,

and Texas. Some importing destinations would likely require certification that the commodity was
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free from glassy-winged sharpshooter and/or Pierce's disease, resulting in additional pesticide use,

inspection, or diagnostic work prior to shipment.

8.2.3 WATER QUALITY

Under the No Project Alternative, the application of pesticides to control the glassy-winged
sharpshooter by the state and counties would cease. However, it is likely that growers would use
increasing amounts of pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Private growers would
be required by law to follow pesticide label directions to avoid environmental impacts, but would
not be required to consult with USFWS, CDFG, or NMFS prior to treating areas in proximity to
surface waters. In addition, CDPR would not conduct special monitoring to ensure that pesticides
are applied according to label directions to minimize water quality impacts. Overall pesticide use
could increase throughout the state and the additional safeguards included in the PDCP would not
be implemented. However, measures to mitigate potential water quality impacts are included in
pesticide label instructions. Thus, water quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would not be

considered significant.

8.2.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Under the No Project Alternative, coordinated statewide treatment of new infestations would cease.
This could result in an increase in the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and impacts from
an increased infection rate of Xylella fastidiosa in susceptible plants. It is likely that growers
would use increasing amounts of pesticides to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Private
growers would likely follow pesticide label directions to avoid environmental impacts, but would
not be required to consult with USFWS, CDFG, or NMFS, or take additional measures to avoid
impacts to threatened and endangered species, sensitive species, and sensitive habitats. Overall,
pesticide use could increase throughout the state, and the additional safeguards included in the

PDCP would not be implemented.

8.2.5 ABILITY TO MEET PROGRAM GOAL

The overall goal of the proposed PDCP is to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease.
The No Project Alternative would result in an increase in new glassy-winged sharpshooter
infestations and impacts brought about by increasing infection rates of Xylella fastidiosa in

susceptible plants. Thus, the No Project Alternative would not meet the goal of the PDCP.
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In addition, the No Project Alternative would not be consistent with the Legislative mandates of the
Food and Agricultural Code that obligate CDFA to prevent the introduction and spread of injurious
insect and animal pests, plant diseases, and noxious weeds (FAC Section 403) and to use all
reasonable means to control or eradicate newly discovered pests (FAC Sections 5251 through
5254). Senate Bill 671, which was signed by Governor Davis on May 19, 2000, added Article 8
(commencing with Section 6045) to FAC Division 4, Part 1, Chapter 9. As amended by Senate
Bill 671, the Food and Agricultural Code commits the state to combat Pierce’s disease and its
vectors, and sets forth specific content requirements of local workplans, and requirements for the
appropriation of funds to local entities for the implementation of those workplans. With the No
Project Alternative, funds could not be appropriated to local entities for the control of Pierce’s
disease or the glassy-winged sharpshooter, because the appropriation requirements of the Food and
Agricultural Code would not be met. Further, because no actions to combat Pierce’s disease would
continue, the mandates of the Food and Agricultural Code and the legislative intent of Senate Bill

671 would not be met.

8.3 ALTERNATIVE A: REGULATE THE MOVEMENT OF
COMMODITIES THAT MAY CARRY THE GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER BUT DO NOT TAKE ANY ACTION AGAINST
GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER INFESTATIONS

Under this alternative, CDFA would regulate the movement of commodities that could carry the

glassy-winged sharpshooter (such as nursery stock, bulk grapes, and citrus), but would not take any

action against current or future glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations. A detection program
would be maintained in areas free of the pest to support the regulations. Commodities would
continue to be treated, and commercial premises (such as nurseries) that were found to be infested
would be treated at the expense of the owner. As with the proposed PDCP, research, public
outreach, and survey work would continue, similar to the efforts being implemented under the

emergency program.

Program-related pesticide treatments would be limited to infested commercial premises and would
be conducted at the expense of the owner, with a corresponding small reduction in the overall use

of required pesticides. Under the state regulatory program, nursery stock and other plant products
could continue to move from glassy-winged sharpshooter-infested areas, but only if shown to be

free of glassy-winged sharpshooter. This would slow the spread of the pest. However, without
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treatment of new infestations in non-agricultural areas, and without coordination of treatments in

agricultural areas, the number of new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations would increase.

Existing and new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations outside nurseries would be untreated in
most counties, leading to continued spread of the pest until it reached all portions of the state in
which it can survive. Homeowners, growers, and others would most likely use increasing amounts
of pesticides to prevent the impacts brought about by increasing infection rates of Xylella fastidiosa
in susceptible plants. There would be crop losses as outlined in Appendix B. Other states and
countries that did not have either glassy-winged sharpshooter or Xylella fastidiosa could impose a
statewide quarantine on plants and plant products known or suspected of carrying either organism,
with likely requirements that some commodities be treated with pesticides and/or inspected prior to

shipping, or not be eligible for import.

8.3.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

Because PDCP-related pesticide treatments would not occur in non-agricultural areas under this
alternative, the inconvenience associated with ground crew access for application of pesticides in
non-agricultural areas would be avoided. Because all required pesticide use associated with the
emergency program’s rapid response activities would cease, the potential disruption to commercial
bee colonies, pest management programs, and organic farms would be avoided. However, it is
likely that growers would use increasing amounts of pesticides, on their own accord, to control the

glassy-winged sharpshooter.

The regulations restricting the movement of commodities out of the infested areas would be the
same as those included in the proposed PDCP. However, like the proposed PDCP, these activities
would not result in significant environmental impacts associated with agriculture or land use.
Under this alternative, rearing and releases of biological control agents could continue.
Greenhouses and other facilities may be needed for mass-rearing operations, but the construction of

these facilities is not expected to result in significant impacts to the environment.

No significant environmental impacts related to agriculture and land use were found for the
proposed PDCP. Thus, this alternative would be similar to the proposed PDCP when considering

these potential effects.
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8.3.2 HAZARDS

Under this alternative, pesticide use conducted to qualify shipments for movement out of an
infested areas would continue. However, pesticide use associated with the rapid response program
would cease. This would result in a decrease in PDCP-related pesticide use. However, without a
coordinated statewide rapid response program, it is likely that the glassy-winged sharpshooter and
the impacts from an increased infection rate of Xylella fastidiosa would spread to new areas of the
state. As a result, overall use of pesticides by growers and landowners themselves could increase
to protect individual properties from the effects of Xylella fastidiosa. However, no significant
human health impacts would be anticipated from pesticide residues or spray drifts when registered

pesticides are used according to label restrictions.

8.3.3 WATER QUALITY

Under this alternative, pesticides would continue to be used by growers to qualify shipments for
movement out of infested areas. However, the use of pesticides as part of a rapid response program
would not occur. This would result in a decrease in the use of pesticides in the statewide program.
However, it is likely that growers would use increasing amounts of pesticides to control the glassy-
winged sharpshooter. Private growers would be required by law to follow pesticide label directions
to avoid environmental impacts, but would not be required to consult with USFWS, CDFG, or
NMEFS prior to treating areas in proximity to surface waters. In addition, CDPR would not conduct
special monitoring to ensure that pesticides are applied according to label restrictions to minimize
water quality impacts. Overall pesticide use could increase throughout the state and the additional
safeguards included in the PDCP would not be implemented. However, measures to mitigate
potential water quality impacts are included in pesticide label instructions. Thus, water quality

impacts would not be considered significant.

8.3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Under this alternative, pesticides would continue to be used by growers to qualify shipments for
movement out of infested areas. However, the use of pesticides as part of a rapid response program
would not occur. It is likely that growers would use increasing amounts of pesticides to control the
glassy-winged sharpshooter on their own accord. Private growers would likely follow pesticide
label directions to avoid environmental impacts, but would not be required to consult with USFWS,

CDFG, and NMFS, or take additional measures to avoid impacts to threatened and endangered
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species, sensitive species, and sensitive habitats. Overall, pesticide use could increase throughout

the state and the additional safeguards included in the PDCP would not be implemented.

8.3.5 ABILITY TO MEET PROGRAM GOAL

The overall goal of the proposed PDCP is to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease.
Regulating the movement of commodities that may carry glassy-winged sharpshooters, when
implemented independently from the other elements of the PDCP, would not adequately control the
spread of Pierce’s disease. Existing and new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations outside
nurseries would be untreated in most counties, leading to continued spread of the pest until it
reached all areas of the state where it can survive. Thus, this alternative would not meet the goal of
the PDCP. With this alternative, funds would not be appropriated to local entities for the control of
Pierce’s disease or the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Thus, the legislative intent of Senate Bill 671

and Article 8 of the Food and Agricultural Code would not be met.

8.4 ALTERNATIVE B: REGULATE THE MOVEMENT OF
COMMODITIES THAT MAY CARRY THE GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER AND ABATE NEW GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER INFESTATIONS ON AGRICULTURAL LANDS,
USING THE MOST EFFECTIVE TREATMENTS AVAILABLE

Under this alternative, CDFA would maintain regulations that restrict the movement from infested

areas of commodities that may harbor glassy-winged sharpshooters, thereby slowing the artificial

movement of the glassy-winged sharpshooter statewide. A detection program would be maintained
in those areas free of the pest to support the regulations. As with the proposed PDCP, research,
public outreach, and survey work would continue, similar to the efforts being implemented under

the emergency program.

Only infestations found on agricultural land outside of the generally infested area would be treated
as a part of any county’s rapid response plan. Treatment would be conducted by the grower and
would use the most effective materials available. A uniform glassy-winged sharpshooter detection

program would result in more rapid detection of the pest outside established infested areas.

There would be no program-related pesticide treatment on non-agricultural properties infested with
the glassy-winged sharpshooter, with a corresponding small reduction in the overall use of required

pesticides. Based on historic occurrences, it is estimated that three to five new non-agricultural
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(urban) infestations would occur each year. These new, non-agricultural infestations would not be
treated. Because treatment would not occur, the number of infestations could rise on an annual
basis. Treatment of glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations in agricultural areas would
temporarily reduce the spread of the insect and disease, as well as resulting crop death in treated

crops.

This alternative would not prevent the build-up and dispersal of the glassy-winged sharpshooter
from non-agricultural lands to new areas or nearby crops. The number and size of glassy-winged
sharpshooter infestations on non-agricultural lands would continue to increase. Treatments on
agricultural lands would have only temporary benefits, since they would be continually reinfested

from adjacent infested non-agricultural areas.

While impacts on infested cropland would be slowed, damage to plants caused by Xylella
fastidiosa in non-agricultural areas would be unabated. The impacts discussed in Appendix B
would begin to occur and would continue to increase in severity until either a solution to the

problem of dealing with Xylella fastidiosa was found or maximum damage had occurred.

Growers would likely use increasing amounts of pesticides to prevent the impacts of increasing
infection rates of Xylella fastidiosa in susceptible plants. Other states and countries that did not
have either glassy-winged sharpshooter or Xylella fastidiosa could impose quarantines on plants
and plant products known or suspected of carrying either organism, and likely require some
commodities be treated with pesticides and/or inspected prior to shipping, or not be eligible for

import.

8.4.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

Because PDCP pesticide treatments would not occur in non-agricultural areas under Alternative B,
the inconvenience associated with ground crew access for application of pesticides in non-
agricultural areas would be avoided. Because growers outside of the generally infested areas
would be required under the rapid response program to use pesticides to control the spread of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter, potential disruption to commercial bee colonies, pest management
programs, and organic farms could occur. However, similar to the effects of the PDCP, these

effects would not be significant environmental impacts.
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Rearing and releases of biological control agents would continue under this alternative.
Greenhouses and other facilities may be needed for mass-rearing operations, but the construction of

these facilities would not be expected to result in significant impacts to the environment.

The regulations restricting the movement of commodities out of the generally infested areas would
be the same as included in the proposed PDCP. Like the proposed PDCP, these restrictions would

not result in significant environmental impacts associated with agriculture or land use.

842 HAZARDS

Under this alternative, pesticide use conducted to qualify shipments for movement out of an
infested area would continue. Growers would continue to be required to use pesticides when new
glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations were found outside of the generally infested area.
However, the counties would not use pesticides in non-agricultural areas. This would result in an
initial decrease in conventional pesticide use as a result of the statewide program compared with
the proposed PDCP. However, without a comprehensive rapid response program, it is likely that
the glassy-winged sharpshooter and the impacts from an increased infection rate of Xylella
fastidiosa would spread to new areas of the state. As a result, overall use of pesticides by growers
could increase to protect individual properties from the effects of Xylella fastidiosa. However, no
significant human health impacts would be anticipated from pesticide residues or spray drifts when

registered pesticides are used according to label restrictions.

8.4.3 WATER QUALITY

Under this alternative, pesticides would continue to be used by growers to qualify shipments for
movement out of infested areas. Growers would continue to treat their crops with pesticides as part
of the rapid response program. However, no pesticides would be used to treat non-agricultural
areas. Initially this would result in a small decrease in the use of pesticides in the statewide
program. However, because this alternative would be less effective at controlling the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, it is anticipated that the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Xylella fastidiosa
would spread to new areas of the state. As a result, overall use of pesticides by growers could
increase to protect individual properties from the effects of Xylella fastidiosa. Private growers
would not be required to consult with USFWS, CDFG, or NMFS prior to treating areas in
proximity to surface waters. In addition, CDPR would not conduct special monitoring to ensure

that pesticides are applied according to label restrictions to minimize water quality impacts.

8-22



PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAM EIR CHAPTER 8: ALTERNATIVES

Overall pesticide use could increase throughout the state, and the additional safeguards included in
the PDCP would not be implemented. However, measures to mitigate potential water quality
impacts are included in pesticide label instructions. Thus, significant water quality impacts would

not be expected to occur.

8.4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Under this alternative, pesticides would be used by growers to qualify shipments for movement out
of infested areas, and in response to finding new infestations. However, no pesticides would be
used to treat non-agricultural areas. This would result in an initial decrease in the use of pesticides.
However, without a comprehensive rapid response program, it can be anticipated that glassy-
winged sharpshooters would spread to new areas of the state. As a result, overall use of pesticides
by growers could increase. If pesticides are used independent of the PDCP, private growers would
likely follow pesticide label directions to avoid environmental impacts, but would not be required
to consult with USFWS, CDFG, and NMFS, or take additional measures to avoid impacts to

threatened and endangered species, sensitive species, and sensitive habitats.

8.4.5 ABILITY TO MEET PROGRAM GOAL

The overall goal of the proposed PDCP is to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease.
Abating only infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooter on agricultural lands would not effectively
control the spread of Pierce’s disease. Although treatment of glassy-winged sharpshooter in
agricultural areas would slow the spread of the insect and the disease, the number and size of
glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations on non-agricultural lands would continue to increase.
Treatments on agricultural lands would have only temporary benefits, since they would be
continually reinfested from adjacent infested non-agricultural areas. Thus, this alternative would

not meet the goal of the PDCP.
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8.5 ALTERNATIVE C: REGULATE THE MOVEMENT OF
COMMODITIES THAT MAY CARRY THE GLASSY-WINGED
SHARPSHOOTER AND ABATE ALL INFESTATIONS OF
GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER OUTSIDE OF THE
GENERALLY INFESTED AREAS, BUT DO NOT USE
CONVENTIONAL PESTICIDES IN NON-AGRICULTURAL AREAS

Under this alternative, CDFA would maintain regulations that restrict the movement of

commodities that may harbor glassy-winged sharpshooter such as nursery stock, citrus and grapes

from infested areas, thereby slowing the artificial movement of the glassy-winged sharpshooter
statewide. A detection program would be maintained in those areas free of the pest to support the

regulations. As with the proposed PDCP, research, public outreach, and survey work would

continue, similar to the efforts currently being conducted under the emergency program.

As part of the county rapid response, glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations found on agricultural
lands outside the generally infested area would be treated with the most effective means available.
Glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations on non-agricultural lands would be treated with naturally-
occurring pesticides or with non-pesticide options, including biological control or physical
controls, as described in the previous alternative control methods section. Based upon historic
occurrences, it is estimated that three to five new non-agricultural (urban) infestations would occur

each year.

Because all glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations outside the generally infested area would be
treated in some manner, the number and spread of new glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations
would be slowed. There would be no program-related conventional pesticide treatment on non-
agricultural properties infested with the glassy-winged sharpshooter, with a corresponding small
reduction in the overall use of these materials and a reduction in possible environmental effects. A
uniform glassy-winged sharpshooter detection program would result in more rapid detection of the
pest outside known infested areas. A coordinated glassy-winged sharpshooter and Xylella

fastidiosa research effort should produce results more rapidly.

Based on the lack of efficacy of non-conventional pesticide methods (as noted in the alternative
control methods section above), new and existing glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations on non-
agricultural lands would continue to increase in numbers and spread, allowing glassy-winged
sharpshooters and Xylella fastidiosa to move from infested residential areas into adjacent

agricultural lands.
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Based on available data, the use of non-conventional pesticide alternatives in this alternative would
not effectively lower glassy-winged sharpshooter numbers. The use of these alternatives will not
prevent the build-up and dispersal of the glassy-winged sharpshooter from non-agricultural lands to
new areas or nearby crops. While impacts on infested cropland would be slowed, damage to plants
caused by Xylella fastidiosa in non-agricultural areas would continue, although at a slower rate.
The impacts discussed in Appendix B would begin to occur and would continue to increase in
severity until either an effective solution to the problem of Xylella fastidiosa was found or

maximum damage had occurred.

Homeowners, growers, and others would find it necessary to use increasing amounts of pesticides
to prevent the impacts brought about by increasing infection rates of Xylella fastidiosa in
susceptible plants. States and other countries that do not have either glassy-winged sharpshooter or
Xylella fastidiosa could impose a statewide quarantine on plants and plant products known or
suspected of carrying either organism, with likely requirements that some commodities be treated

with pesticides and/or inspected prior to shipping, or not be eligible for import.

8.5.1 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE

Because this alternative would use control methods in non-agricultural areas, some disturbance to
residences would occur. The extent of the disturbance would depend on the control method used.
If applications of natural pesticides or physical methods were used, homeowners would be

inconvenienced by ground crew access similar to the proposed PDCP.

Because growers outside of the generally infested areas would be required under the rapid response
program to use pesticides to control the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter, the potential
disruption to commercial bee colonies, pest management programs, and organic farms could occur,
but would not be considered a significant environmental impact. However, because conventional
pesticides would not be used in the non-agricultural treatment program, there would possibly be
fewer disturbances to honey bee colonies and organic farms than in the proposed PDCP.

Disruption to pest management programs could still occur.
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Rearing and release of biological control agents would continue under this alternative.
Greenhouses may need to be procured for mass-rearing operations, but like the proposed PDCP,

these activities would not result in significant environmental impacts.

The regulations restricting the movement of commodities out of infested areas would be the same
as included in the proposed PDCP. Like the proposed PDCP, these restrictions would not result in

significant environmental impacts associated with agriculture or land use.

8.5.2 HAZARDS

Under this alternative, pesticide use conducted to qualify shipments for movement out of the
infested areas would continue. Growers would be required to use pesticides when new glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestations were found. However, the counties would use alternative control
methods instead of conventional pesticides in non-agricultural areas. This would result in an initial
decrease in pesticide use as a result of the statewide program compared with the proposed PDCP.
However, because this alternative would be less effective at controlling the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, it is likely that the glassy-winged sharpshooter and impacts from an increased
infection rate of Xylella fastidiosa in susceptible plants would spread to new areas of the state. As
a result, overall use of pesticides by growers could increase to protect individual properties from
the effects of Xylella fastidiosa. However, no significant human health impacts would be
anticipated from pesticide use during application when registered pesticides are used according to

label restrictions.

8.5.3 WATER QUALITY

Under this alternative, pesticides would continue to be used by growers to qualify shipments for
movement out of an infested area, and growers would continue to treat their crops with pesticides
as part of the rapid response program. However, conventional pesticides would not be used to treat
non-agricultural areas. Instead, alternative control methods, such as the use of naturally-occurring
pesticides, would be used. Initially this would result in a small decrease in the use of conventional
pesticides in the statewide program. However, because this alternative would be less effective at
controlling the glassy-winged sharpshooter, it is anticipated that the glassy-winged sharpshooter
and Xylella fastidiosa would spread to new areas of the state. As a result, overall use of pesticides,
both conventional and natural, by growers and by individual homeowners would likely increase to

protect individual properties from the effects of Xylella fastidiosa. Although overall pesticide use
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is anticipated to increase throughout the state, measures to mitigate potential water quality impacts

are included in pesticide label restrictions, so significant water quality impacts would not occur.

8.5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Under this alternative, pesticides would continue to be used by growers to qualify shipments for
movement out of an infested area, and growers would continue to treat their crops with pesticides
as part of the rapid response program. However, alternative control methods, such as the use of
natural pesticides, would be used in non-agricultural areas instead of conventional pesticides.
Initially this would result in a small decrease in the use of conventional pesticides in the statewide
program. However, because this alternative would be less effective at controlling the glassy-
winged sharpshooter, it is likely that the glassy-winged sharpshooter and the impacts from an
increased infection rate of Xylella fastidiosa would spread to new areas of the state. As a result,
overall use of pesticides by growers could increase to protect individual properties from the effects

of Xylella fastidiosa.

If pesticides are used independent of the PDCP, private growers would likely follow pesticide label
directions to avoid environmental impacts, but would not be required to consult with USFWS,
CDFQG, and NMFS, or take additional measures to avoid impacts to threatened and endangered

species, sensitive species, and sensitive habitats.

8.5.5 ABILITY TO MEET PROGRAM GOAL

The overall goal of the proposed PDCP is to minimize the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease.
Under this alternative, conventional pesticides would not be used in non-agricultural areas. Due to
the lack of efficacy of natural pesticide methods, new and existing glassy-winged sharpshooter
infestations on non-agricultural lands would continue to increase, leading to increasing spread and
impacts due to the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce's disease. Thus, this alternative would

not meet the goal of the PDCP.
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8.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT WITHDRAWN FROM
DETAILED EVALUATION

8.6.1 REGULATE THE MOVEMENT OF COMMODITIES THAT MAY CARRY
THE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER AND TREAT NEW GLASSY-
WINGED SHARPSHOOTER INFESTATIONS USING ONLY ORGANIC
OR BIOLOGICAL CONTROL METHODS

Under this alternative, CDFA would maintain regulations that restrict the movement of
commodities that may carry the glassy-winged sharpshooter (such as nursery stock, citrus and
grapes) from infested areas, thereby slowing the artificial movement of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. A detection program would be maintained in those areas free of the pest to support
the regulations. Oversight of a comprehensive research program and a public outreach program

would continue.

Treatment options for any new infestations outside the generally infested area would be limited to
methods other than the use of conventional pesticides, i.e. either natural pesticides, or cultural

and/or biological controls.

This alternative is not feasible from a practical or legal standpoint. Most growers who find new

infestations on their property will not use less than the most effective, legally available means to
protect their crops, as a matter of economic feasibility. There is no legal mechanism to constrain
growers from using registered pesticides on their crops. For this reason, this alternative was

withdrawn from further analysis in this EIR.

8.6.2 ERADICATE THE GLASSY-WINGED SHARPSHOOTER FROM
CALIFORNIA

Under this alternative, all glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations in California would be treated by
CDFA and county agricultural commissioners with the most effective methods available until the
glassy-winged sharpshooter was eliminated from the state. Unlike the proposed PDCP, treatments

would occur regionally in all counties with any glassy-winged sharpshooters.

New and existing glassy-winged sharpshooter infestations would be eradicated through the
widespread use of pesticides, reducing the spread of Xylella fastidiosa. The impacts from Pierce’s
disease discussed in Appendix B would not occur. Once the pest is eradicated, homeowners,

growers, and others would not have to use pesticides to prevent the impacts due to the glassy-
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winged sharpshooter. California's trading partners would not impose a statewide quarantine on

plants and plant products known or suspected of carrying the organisms.

There would be a significant multi-year increase in the program use of a number of pesticides.
This alternative has been evaluated by the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Science Advisory Panel,
composed of experts on the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease. They have found it
to not be feasible, because of the size of the existing infestation, the biology of the pest, and the

efficacy of existing control methods (Glassy-winged Sharpshooter Science Advisory Panel, 2000).

8.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Based on the available information, the PDCP is considered the environmentally superior

alternative that meets the program goal of minimizing the statewide impact of Pierce’s disease.

Although current research efforts show promising results, it is unlikely that a cure for Pierce's
disease will be available for growers for several years, if at all. Until a cure is found, the most
effective approach for reducing the impacts caused by Xylella fastidiosa is to slow the spread of its

most important vector, the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

As discussed in the previous sections, feasible alternatives to the PDCP would not meet the goal of

the PDCP.

Several of the alternatives evaluated would limit the use of pesticides in the short-term. However,
if these alternatives were implemented, it is likely that pesticide use would increase in the state as
more growers and homeowners independently treated their properties to control glassy-winged

sharpshooter infestations.

Further, as detailed in Chapter 5, the proposed PDCP would not result in significant impacts to the

environment.
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9.0 IMPORTANT PUBLIC ISSUES NOT WITHIN CEQA'’S
DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Issues subject to evaluation under CEQA are limited to those creating the potential for a significant
adverse change to the physical environment. To the extent that they are related to the physical
environment, issues raised by the public are within the purview of CEQA. Even though a concern
is not evaluated in detail in this EIR because it does not fit CEQA’s definition of an environmental
effect, its importance as a public concern is not diminished. CDFA considers all public concerns in
its decision-making. Some public issues about the PDCP that are not environmental effects under

CEQA are described below.

Public apprehension exists about any use of pesticides. It is understandable why people feel
uneasy and anxious about exposure to or use of pesticides. Even though a material may have been
studied extensively, concern is sometimes expressed that there may still exist a potential for
causing adverse effects. Some would prefer to not allow the use of any chemical while a
continuous search is conducted for other pest control methods. Concerns about uncertainties
cannot be resolved. There will always be the prospect of an “unknown.” The best that can be
offered is reasonable assurance, based on substantial available data, that the hazard potential is less

than significant.

Uncertainty over potential for hazard is not resolvable nor is it subject to scientific scrutiny. All
pesticides used in glassy-winged sharpshooter control have been subjected to toxicity evaluations
and have been approved for use by both the U.S. EPA and the CDPR (which is a division of the
California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA]). The best data available are used to
determine the likelihood of adverse effects arising from registered use. It is misleading to say that
long-term effects of an agent are “unknown” when studies have been done utilizing lifetime
exposure protocols in which no effects are demonstrated. While additional research may be
required to update databases in response to evolving technology or to meet new standards of
testing, existing databases are adequate to provide reasonable assurance of low (unmeasurable)

hazard.

In addition to apprehension about pesticides, some members of the public are upset over what is
characterized as “involuntary exposure.” In California, there is a long-standing history of public

opposition to government application of pesticides. One of the purposes of this EIR is to inform
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the public of the destructive nature of a new and serious pest situation and why it is necessary to
take action that may involve some short-term disturbance and inconvenience. A better
understanding of the program may lessen the frustration and anxiety felt by the public, while

offering insight into the nature of pests and the need to control them.
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10.0 GLOSSARY

Ambient — The surrounding atmosphere or

environment.

Antifeedant — Any material which induces

insects to stop feeding within a short time.

Beating sheet — A sheet of fabric stretched
onto a frame or crossbars and used to collect
insects. The fabric is held under foliage, then
the foliage is beaten or shaken and the insects

fall onto the fabric.

Bioaccumulation — The retention and build-
up of a chemical in organisms based on their

position in the food chain.

Biological control — The use of natural
enemies (predators, parasites, parasitoids,

pathogens, or competitors) to control pests.

Buffer zone — A designated area managed so
as to protect and separate two otherwise

contiguous areas.

Carbaryl — An N-methyl carbamate
chemical used as an insecticide. It was
introduced as a general use, broad-spectrum
insecticide in 1956 and is used worldwide on
fruits, vegetables, nuts, landscape plantings,
pets, livestock, and human habitat to control
insect pests. It is used for household as well

as commercial pest management. See

Appendix P for more information about this

insecticide.

Carcinogen — A substance that causes

cancer.

Carcinogenicity — The property of being

able to cause cancer.

Containment— Actions taken to keep pests

from spreading.

Conventional Pesticides — Pesticides
produced through chemical manufacturing
processes; also known as synthetic

pesticides.

Cyfluthrin — A pyrethroid chemical with

insecticidal properties.

Delimitation traps — Insect traps deployed
in a high density to determine the geographic

extent of an infestation.

Egg mass — A cluster of glassy-winged
sharpshooter eggs, usually containing

between 10 to 12 eggs.
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Endangered species — A plant or animal
whose survival and reproduction in the wild
are in immediate jeopardy from one or more
causes, including loss of habitat, change in
habitat, overexploitation, predation,
competition, disease, or other factors (State

CEQA Guidelines Section 15380[1]).

Exotic pests — Agriculturally or
environmentally destructive organisms which

are not native to an area.

Foliar spray — The application of pesticides

onto the leaves of plants.

Feasible — Capable of being accomplished in
a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors (Section 15364 of the
CEQA Guidelines)

Habitat — The place where a plant or animal
lives. Habitat provides food, water, shelter

and living space.

Half-life — The time required for half the
amount of a substance to be eliminated by
excretion, metabolic decomposition, or other
natural processes. At the end of a half-life,
half of what remains will be eliminated

during the next half-life.

Host plant — A plant species on which an
organism feeds, develops, reproduces, or

otherwise may use.

Imidacloprid — A type of insecticide. It was
first developed in 1985 and gained
registration as a new pesticide active
ingredient in the United States in 1994. In
plants, it is a systemic agent, being absorbed
by the plant when applied either to foliage
(leaves) or to soil, where it is taken up by the
root system. It is also used as a seed
treatment. See Appendix P for more

information about this insecticide.

Infestation — The presence of a reproducing

population of an undesirable organism.

Insecticide — A material used to kill insects.

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) — A
pest control strategy that strives to employ
the optimum combination of pest
management methods, including biological,
cultural, mechanical, physical, and/or
chemical measures, to maintain a pest
population below an economically harmful

level.

Larva — The immature stage of some insects,

between the egg and pupa.
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Life stage — Any distinctive period in the life
of an insect (e.g. egg, nymph, larva, pupa, or

adult).

Mitigate — To avoid, minimize, rectify,
reduce, compensate for, or eliminate the
environmental impacts of proposed action(s)

(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15370).

Mitigation measures — Activities to
minimize, reduce, or eliminate adverse

impacts.

Natural enemy — Anything that preys upon

another organism.

Non-target organisms — Any living entity
that is not the intended target of a proposed

action(s).

Nursery stock — Plants produced or offered
for sale by commercial growers, wholesalers,

or retailers.

Organic — Crop production using methods
and materials which comply with the
requirements of the California Organic Foods
Act of 1990 and/or the National Organic
Program (not fully implemented until
October 2002). In general, it involves the
production of crops without the use of
conventional (synthetic) pesticides or

fertilizers.

Oviposition — The deposition of eggs into

host material by female insects.

Parasite — Any organism that grows, feeds,
and is sheltered on or in a different organism
while contributing nothing to the survival of

the host.

Parasitoid — A parasite that completes its
larval development within the body of
another insect, eventually killing it; a

parasitoid is free-living as an adult.

Pathogen — Any disease-producing

microorganism.

Pupa — The immobile resting stage of some

insects between the larval and adult stages.

Pyrethroid — A kind of insecticide.
Pyrethroid compounds are derived from
pyrethrins which occur naturally in
chrysanthemum flowers. Pyrethroid
compounds have been used since the 1940s
to control insects in both agriculture and
around residences. Some pyrethroids are
used to treat humans for lice. Others are used
on pets for fleas and ticks. They are used for
mosquito and fly control, cockroaches, and
general insect management. They are used in
poultry houses and on stored grain. See
Appendix P for more information about this

type of insecticide.
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Riparian habitat — Habitat characterized by
distinctive terrestrial vegetation communities
that require free or unbound water; typically

located on the banks of rivers, lakes, and

streams.

Significant effect on the environment — A
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by a project
including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic
or aesthetic significance (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15382).

Sweeps (for insects) — Sampling procedure
involving the use of insect nets to catch

target insects.

Threatened species — A plant or animal
species listed by the California Department
of Fish and Game or the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service as likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable
future in all or a significant portion of its

range.

Treatment — The application or
administration of a chemical material to, or
change in the physical state of, a substrate to

control a pest organism or disease.

Treatment area — That part of an eradication

area to which any given treatment is applied.

Watershed — The entire area that contributes

to a water drainage system or stream.

Wetlands — Areas that are inundated by
water often enough to support aquatic plants
and other aquatic life. Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, bogs, sloughs, and

natural ponds.

Vector — An organism that carries disease-
causing microorganisms from one host to

another.




11.0 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE EIR

APHIS
CalEPA
CARB
CCR
CDFA
CDFG
CDHS
CDPR
CEQA
CESA
CNDDB
CNPS
CUPA
CWC
EHAP
EIR
ESA
FAC
FFDCA
FIFRA
FQPA
GWSS
IPM
MBTA
MOU
NMFS
NOC
NOD
NOP
PDCP
PHI
REI

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA)
California Environmental Protection Agency
California Air Resources Board

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Food and Agriculture
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Health Services
California Department of Pesticide Regulation
California Environmental Quality Act
California Endangered Species Act

California Natural Diversity Database
California Native Plant Society

Certified Unified Program Agency

California Water Code

Environmental Hazards Assessment Program
Environmental Impact Report

Endangered Species Act

Food and Agricultural Code

Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
Food Quality Protection Act

Glassy-winged Sharpshooter

Integrated Pest Management

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Memorandum of Understanding

National Marine Fisheries Service

Notice of Completion

Notice of Determination

Notice of Preparation

Pierce’s Disease Control Program

Preharvest Interval

Restricted Entry Interval
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SAP Science Advisory Panel

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

TVWA Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

ucC University of California

USDA United States Department of Agriculture
U.S.EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Xt Xylella fastidiosa
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY D DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
1220 N Street, Suite 409

Sacramento, California 95814

Telephone: (916) 654-0433

Facsimile: (916) 654-0403

March 16, 2001

TO: Public Agencies, Private Business Organizations, and Interested Parties

SUBJECT:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) is preparing an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP). The goal of
the proposed PDCP is to provide a coordinated statewide program that prevents severe
agricultural and economic damage by Pierce’s disease and its vector, the glassy-winged
sharpshooter (an exotic insect in the leathopper family). The program intends to contain the
spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and the disease until researchers can find a treatment or
cure.

Pierce’s disease is caused by a strain of the bacterium Xylella fastidiosa that kills grapevines by
clogging their water-conducting vessels (xylem). Several strains of this bacterium exist,
attacking and causing damage to different host plants including grapes, citrus, stone fruits,
almonds, oleander, and certain shade trees (including oaks, elms, maples and sycamore). There is
no known cure for the disease. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is an aggressive exotic insect
that feeds on the xylem fluid of over 700 plant species and has the ability to spread the bacterium
that causes Pierce’s disease. The transmission of Xylella fastidiosa by the glassy-winged
sharpshooter constitutes an unprecedented threat to California’s agricultural industry, particularly
to California vineyards.

On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency provisions (Senate Bill 671, Statutes
of 2000, California Food and Agricultural Code, Sections 6045-6047) outlining specific
requirements for county agencies, and authorizing the Secretary of Food and Agriculture to adopt
program regulations. The proposed program to be evaluated in the EIR is an extension of the on-
going emergency program and regulations. The CDFA is the agency responsible for developing
the statewide comprehensive control program. The agricultural commissioner of each county
would have the responsibility for local implementation of the program, with oversight by CDFA.
The program has five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey and detection, contain
the spread, local management areas and rapid response, and research.



A description of the proposed program, potential control approaches, and probable environmental
effects are presented in the attached discussion of Project Data and Environmental Effects to be
Examined in the EIR.

The CDFA is the Lead Agency for the PDCP and has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP)
pursuant to Section 15082 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The
Real Estate Services Division of the California Department of General Services is assisting
CDFA in the performance of CEQA review of the PDCP. The purpose of the NOP is to inform
agencies and the general public that an EIR is being prepared for this program and to invite
specific comments on the scope and content of the EIR. To meet time limits established by state
law, your comments must be received no later than April 23, 2001.

Comments should be addressed to:

Ms. Susan Stratton
Real Estate Services Division
Department of General Services
State of California
1102 Q Street, Suite 5100
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-6951

CDFA is scheduling public scoping meetings to give the public an opportunity to comment on
the scope, focus, and content of the EIR. The meetings will be held in four locations in
California:

Northern Coastal
April 10, 6:00 —9:00 p.m. April 12, 6:30 — 9:00 p.m.
Napa Valley Expo, Riesling Hall San Luis Obispo Veterans Hall
575 Third Street 801 Grand Avenue
Napa, CA San Luis Obispo, CA
Southern Central
April 18, 6:30 - 8:00 p.m. April 19, 6:30 — 8:00 p.m.
County Administrative Center Tulare County Agriculture Department
4080 Lemon Street, Room 13 2500 Burrell Avenue
Riverside, California Visalia, CA

Scoping meetings will be held during the second and third weeks of April. Any changes to the
dates, times, and locations of the scoping meetings will be posted on CDFA’s glassy-winged
sharpshooter/Pierce’s disease information web page at http./plant.cdfa.ca.gov/gwss. 1f you
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would like to be put on the mailing list to receive any changes in the public scoping meeting
schedule, please contact Susan Stratton at the phone number listed above.

Enclosure
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I. PROJECT DATA
1.1 Project Title

Pierce’s Disease Control Program

1.2 Lead Agency Name and Address (also project sponsor)

Department of Food and Agriculture
State of California

1220 N Street, Room 409
Sacramento, CA 95814

CEQA Review Contact: Ms. Susan Stratton
Real Estate Services Division

State of California

1102 Q Street, Suite 5100

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-6951

1.3 Project Location

The proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP) would apply to all counties in California
identified as potentially susceptible to Pierce’s disease and all areas capable of supporting its vector, the
glassy-winged sharpshooter (an insect in the leathopper family).

County agricultural inspectors throughout the state have performed surveys to identify existing glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestations and determine potential local control needs. The surveys revealed that
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties are generally infested
with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Limited infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooter occur in areas of
Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Sacramento, Santa Barbara, and Tulare Counties. Other areas of these
counties have been surveyed and were found apparently free of glassy-winged sharpshooter populations. If
new infestations of the glassy-winged sharpshooter were found in other counties of the State, the PDCP
would also apply to the newly infested areas. Nine counties (Alpine, Del Norte, Inyo, Lassen, Modoc,
Mono, Plumas, Sierra, and Siskiyou) are deemed not at risk of becoming infested with glassy-winged
sharpshooter due to unsuitable environments.

1.4 History of Pierce’s Disease and the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter

Pierce’s disease of grapevines was first noted in California near Anaheim in 1884. Since its discovery,
Pierce’s disease has spread to other areas of the State and is currently known to exist in 24 counties. There
is no known cure for the disease. Pierce’s disease is caused by a strain of the bacterium Xylella fastidiosa
and kills grapevines by clogging up their water-conducting vessels (xylem). Several strains of this
bacterium exist, attacking and causing damage to different host plants including grapes, citrus, stone fruits,
almonds, oleander, and certain shade trees (including oaks, elms, maples and sycamore). The name of the

Pierce’s Disease Control Program EIR A-4 Notice of Preparation
California Department of Food and Agriculture



disease caused by Xylella fastidiosa varies for each host plant; for example, in oleanders, Xylella fastidiosa
causes “oleander scorch.”

The glassy-winged sharpshooter is an aggressive exotic insect accidentally introduced into Southern
California in the late 1980s. It is native to the Southeastern U.S. and northern Mexico. The glassy-winged
sharpshooter is a leathopper1 that feeds on the xylem fluid of over 700 species of crop and ornamental
plants, and has the ability to spread the bacterium that causes Pierce’s disease. The glassy-winged
sharpshooter builds up large populations on a diverse array of host plants and is an aggressive flyer,
traveling greater distances than sharpshooters native to California. Scientists believe that the glassy-
winged sharpshooter has the potential to increase both the incidence and severity of Pierce’s disease in
California. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is prolific, disperses rapidly, and transmits the disease from
vine-to-vine, resulting in an exponential, rather than linear, increase in Pierce’s disease incidence in
vineyards2. A significant loss of grapevines from Pierce’s disease transmitted by this insect has occurred
in the Temecula Valley (Riverside County). Over 200 acres of grapes have been destroyed and 300 more
acres have been damaged and will likely be dead within the next two years.

The combination of Pierce’s disease, which currently does not have a cure, and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, which has the ability to spread the disease at a much faster rate than other native insects,
constitutes an unprecedented threat to California’s agricultural industry. In California, grape production is
a $3.4 billion industry and the wine grape industry alone contributes $33.7 billion to the California
economy. In addition to grapes (886,000 acres), other crops such as almonds (573,000 acres), citrus
(297,600 acres), peaches (66,3000 acres), nectarines (35,500), pears (19,300 acres), alfalfa, and
ornamentals are vulnerable to the bacterium carried by the glassy-winged sharpshooter3.

1.5 Legislative and Regulatory Actions Related to the Emergency Program

In response to the Temecula infestation in August 1999, the County of Riverside declared a local
emergency. The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) developed an action plan and
appointed a task force to develop long-term strategies and resources to combat the emerging threat. The
Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force and its subcommittees were established to review research proposals
and develop management and control plans. On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency
provisions (Senate Bill 671, Statutes of 2000) that outline specific requirements for county agencies, and
authorize the Secretary of CDFA to adopt program regulations.

The Legislature found and declared that Pierce’s disease and its vectors present a clear and present danger
to the State’s grape industry, other agricultural commodities, and plant life. Under State law, the CDFA is
responsible for protecting the agricultural industry of the State (Food and Agricultural Code, Section 401).
The CDFA is obligated to prevent the introduction and spread of injurious insect and animal pests, plant
diseases, and noxious weeds (Section 403). The CDFA Secretary has authority to establish, maintain and
enforce quarantine, eradication, and other such regulations that are in his or her opinion necessary to
circumscribe and exterminate or prevent the spread of any pest not generally distributed in California
(Sections 5321 and 5322).

1 A leathopper is any of a number of leaping insects that suck plant juices.
2 CDFA, Pierce’s Disease Control Program Report to the Legislature, January 2001.
3 CDFA, Draft California Action Plan for Pierce’s Disease Control Program, Sacramento, CA, Feb. 9, 2001
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The Governor requested that the U.S. Department of Agriculture declare a state of emergency under
federal law. A federal declaration of emergency was published in the Federal Register on July 7, 2000,
with an effective date of June 23, 2000 (65 Federal Register 41930 (July 7, 2000).

On July 25, 2000, the CDFA, pursuant to legislative mandates, adopted emergency regulations for nursery
stock and bulk grapes and coordinated statewide systems for compliance (Sections 3650-3660, Title 3,
California Code of Regulations), as provided in the Administrative Procedure Act of the Government
Code. On November 8, 2000, the CDFA adopted emergency regulations for bulk citrus movement,
certification requirements and exemptions. Both sets of emergency regulations have been readopted one or
more times. The regulations implement a Statewide response program for arresting the artificial spread of
the glassy-winged sharpshooter and, where feasible, to eradicate it upon its detection in non-infested areas.
Because the emergency regulations and response program were created in response to an emergency, the
emergency program is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15269).

1.6 Other Public Agencies and Entities whose Review may be Required

California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Health Services, Environmental Health Investigations Branch
California Department of Parks and Recreation
California Department of Pesticide Regulation
California Department of Transportation

State Water Resources Control Board

State Lands Commission

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture

University of California

Agricultural Commissioners of Infested Counties

1.7  Program Goals
The goal of the proposed PDCP is to provide an intensive coordinated statewide program that prevents
severe economic damage by Pierce’s disease and the vector, the glassy-winged sharpshooter, while

remaining responsive to local concerns. Program objectives to achieve this goal are listed below.

e Determine the current distribution of glassy-winged sharpshooter in California and establish a mapping
and data collection system to track and report new detections and infestations.

e Develop and disseminate information about the nature, characteristics, and impact of the bacterium
that causes Pierce’s disease (Xylella fastidiosa), and the glassy-winged sharpshooter on various
commodities as well as on the economy and quality of life in California.

e Provide training in biology, detection, and treatment of Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e Develop a research program that will aid in the management of and ultimately find a remedy for
Pierce’s disease and its spread by vectors.
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e Contain the spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease until researchers can find a
treatment or cure.

e Prevent artificial spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter through a coordinated program that involves
regulating the movement of nursery stock, bulk citrus, bulk grapes, and other commodities that may
carry the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

1.8 Description of the Proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program

The proposed program is a comprehensive, statewide extension of the on-going emergency regulations and
response program currently being implemented. CDFA is the Lead Agency responsible for developing the
statewide comprehensive PDCP. The county agricultural commissioner of each county would have the
lead responsibility for local implementation of the program, with oversight by CDFA. The program has
five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey and detection, contain the spread, local
management/rapid response, and research, which are described in more detail below.

1.8.1 Public Outreach

Local task forces and county agricultural commissioners have primary responsibility for targeted public
outreach about glassy-winged sharpshooter, Pierce’s disease, and the PDCP. The local task forces would
provide information about glassy-winged sharpshooter biology and detection, regulations that affect
product shipment or processing, and treatment options. The CDFA would provide technical information,
technical support and training, assist in the development and dissemination of literature, and act as a
clearinghouse for information to the public and the press.

Prior to any treatment activity in urban areas, a telephone help line would be established to answer calls
concerning PDCP activities. The help line would also include public health and animal health information.
Informational meetings would be held to advise homeowners and other interested parties of treatment
activities and to address their questions or concerns. Pre-treatment notification would be conducted
through the local news media and by door-to-door notification of infested properties and adjacent
properties. Notices would include information regarding materials used, precautions, date of application,
and a telephone number and contact for the PDCP staff.

The responsible county agricultural commissioner would identify ethnic communities in glassy-winged
sharpshooter-infested areas and provide information in their spoken languages. Non-English speakers
would staff the help line, if needed, and CDFA would provide translations for treatment notification.

1.8.2 Statewide Survey and Detection

Statewide surveys would be conducted annually to identify and monitor glassy-winged sharpshooter
infestations and populations through visual and trapping surveys of nurseries, croplands, and
urban/residential areas. The CDFA would work with the agricultural commissioners, local entities, and
other interested stakeholders of all counties to make them aware of the risk of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and establish a system to assure that all glassy-winged sharpshooter-related calls are
investigated. Visual and trapping surveys in nurseries would be conducted year-round as part of the
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PDCP’s nursery regulatory program to show a property is free from the glassy-winged sharpshooter. More
information about the regulatory program is provided below.

1.8.3 Contain the Spread

The goal of this element of the PDCP is to prevent the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease
from spreading into new areas of the State through biological and other control measures and regulating
the movement of nursery stock, citrus, grapes, and other commodities, which may harbor the glassy-
winged sharpshooter.

Biological Control Program

The goal of the biological control program is to reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter populations using
natural enemies of the pest. In Southern California, the wasp Gonatocerus ashmeadi attacks and
parasitizes glassy-winged sharpshooter egg masses, but this wasp alone does not reduce glassy-winged
sharpshooter populations to acceptable levels. A suite of introduced and native natural enemies would
increase the chances for effective biological control over a broader range of host plants and climatic zones.

As part of the emergency program, CDFA released the wasp, Gonatocerus triguttatus, in Riverside, Kern
and Ventura Counties during summer 2000. This wasp is native to Mexico and, like Gonatocerus
ashmeadi, also parasitizes glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs. Prior to the release, the wasp underwent an
evaluation in a controlled laboratory environment to make sure that the parasite would attack the
sharpshooter. Follow up studies will help determine if the new parasite significantly reduces glassy-
winged sharpshooter populations. Concurrently with these studies, CDFA would release G. triguttatus and
other parasites into a large number of locations throughout the entire distribution of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. Greenhouses and other facilities for rearing G. triguttatus would be constructed or leased to
support this program. CDFA may also contract with private insectaries to supplement their rearing
operations.

The biological control program also includes an ongoing search in the southeastern U.S., northern Mexico,
and South America to find new predators or parasites that would be effective against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. If discovered, these natural enemies will be evaluated prior to any release.

Regulatory Actions

PDCP regulations include the standards, certification requirements, and exemptions for the movement of
bulk grapes, bulk citrus, and nursery stock from infested areas to non-infested areas. The purpose of the
regulations is to prevent the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter to new areas of the State by
regulating shipments of host plants and plant materials. Surveillance for the glassy-winged sharpshooter
would be strengthened at California’s agricultural inspection stations and intrastate restrictions on those
commodities that present a high risk of spreading glassy-winged sharpshooter would be enforced.

Any grape grower, citrus grower, or nursery located in a glassy-winged sharpshooter infested area planning
to ship bulk grapes, citrus or nursery stock to counties outside the known infested area would be required
to comply with glassy-winged sharpshooter monitoring and/or treatment requirements. The origin county’s
agricultural commissioner would enter into compliance agreements with growers and issue certification
tags when certain conditions are met. These standards allow for inspection at the origin with certification
of glassy-winged sharpshooter-free shipments using visual survey, trapping or approved pesticide
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treatment. Color-coded compliance certification tags accompany each load of bulk grapes and citrus and
would be collected by the receiver. Regulations also may be to cover other commodities found to present a
risk of moving the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

CDFA is in the process of evaluating a number of pesticides for use against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. When additional research is completed, regulatory officials would use the results as a basis
for establishing approved regulatory treatments for use against glassy-winged sharpshooter. Materials are
also being screened for use on organic crops. Until the tests are completed, any registered insecticide
suitable for leathopper control may be used (See Table 1.7-1). Currently, fenpropathrin and imidacloprid
(as a foliar4 application) are recommended as part of the emergency program for use on nursery stock
moving out of the infested area. The criteria for pesticide selection by an individual grower or nursery will
depend on their specific circumstances of harvest, worker re-entry, and/or shipment. Pesticides would be
used according to EPA registration and label directions.

Table 1.7-1. Registered Insecticides Suitable for Leafthopper Control

Grapes Citrus Nursery Stock
Carbaryl Carbaryl Acephate
Endosulfan Chlorpyriphos Bifenthrin
Imidacloprid Cyfluthrin Carbaryl
Malathion Imidacloprid Chlorpyriphos
Naled Methidathion Cyfluthrin
Methomyl Deltamethrin
Phosmet Fenpropathrin
Imidacloprid
Methiocarb
Permethrin

Source: Draft California Action Plan for the Pierce’s Disease Control Program, CDFA, February. 2001.

1.8.4 Rapid Response and Treatment

When a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is discovered, the agricultural commissioner’s office would
act as the lead agency for all response activities. Immediately following the discovery of one or more life
stages of a glassy-winged sharpshooter not associated with a recent shipment of regulated products, the
county agricultural commissioner’s office would conduct a delimitation survey to determine the extent of
the infestation.

The county agricultural commissioner would then coordinate the treatment of infested properties. The
county agricultural commissioners, in conjunction with the CDFA, would consult with the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, consistent with existing
memoranda of understanding, to identify any threatened/endangered species and/or environmentally
sensitive areas within proposed treatment areas before treatments begin. The agencies would then develop
appropriate mitigation measures to be taken in these sensitive areas.

Upon detection of the glassy-winged sharpshooter within a nursery or on a crop, the grower/owner of the
nursery or crop would be notified that the glassy-winged sharpshooter had been found. The nursery or

4 Treatments applied directly to plant leaves.
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crop would then be treated by the grower/owner of the property with a registered pesticide to control the
glassy-winged sharpshooter. The State or county would provide guidance and information about registered
pesticides shown to be effective against glassy-winged sharpshooter to the individual growers/owners.
Growers/owners may apply treatments through foliar spraying, soil drenches, or aerial spraying. Pesticides
would be used according to registration and label directions. Nurseries may be required to hold shipments
until all host material within the nursery is treated by the nursery with a properly registered pesticide to
control the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Upon detection of a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation in urban/non-agricultural areas, the county
agricultural commissioner would contract with a certified pest control operator to treat the infested areas.
The county agricultural commissioner would provide training to personnel and provide oversight to ensure
that the contractor conducts the applications in accordance with all laws and regulations of the State of
California. The county agricultural commissioners would designate properties that require treatment and
the chemical(s) to be used, the rate(s) of application, the host(s) to be treated and any related protocols
such as timing of treatments, number of applications, environmental restrictions, etc. Pesticides would be
applied directly to the leaves of host plants, to soil, or through injection into trees. The decision to treat an
urban area resides with the county agricultural commissioner, in consultation with CDFA. No aerial
spraying would occur over urban areas. Over agricultural areas normally subject to aerial application, an
owner/grower may choose to treat crops with aerial spraying, in accordance with existing regulations and
permits, in coordination with the Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

As described in Section 1.8.3 above, CDFA is in the process of evaluating a number of pesticides for use
against the glassy-winged sharpshooter. While materials are still being reviewed, carbaryl presently has
the widest glassy-winged sharpshooter host range and is known to be effective on other species of
leathoppers. Imidacloprid and cyfluthrin have also been used on ornamental plantings. Until the
evaluation is completed, any registered insecticide suitable for leafthopper control may be used in the rapid
response and treatment program. All appropriate precautions, as specified on the product label, would be
taken by applicators.

As described in Section 1.8.1, notification of treatment would be conducted through public information
meetings, the news media, and door-to-door notices. The county agricultural commissioners also would
notify registered beekeepers in or near the infested area of the glassy-winged sharpshooter treatment
activities, if the label of the pesticide to be used indicates that the treatment may affect bee colonies.

Environmental monitoring of treatments would be arranged by CDFA and conducted by the California
Department of Pesticide Regulations (DPR) to ensure proper application of the treatments. The
Environmental Hazards Assessment Program (EHAP) of the DPR would conduct monitoring of selected
treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the chemical in surface, irrigation, and storm
runoff water, turf, soil and air. Additionally, representative backyard vegetables and fruits would be
sampled. In the event that ecologically sensitive aquatic habitat is present, toxicity to aquatic organisms
would also be determined in surface water. The monitoring data would be used by the CDFA to assess
proper application rates and coverage and to estimate environmental impacts of the application. The
county agricultural commissioners would also conduct monitoring to assess the impact of the treatment on
the glassy-winged sharpshooter population. This monitoring would continue for one or more life cycles of
the pest.
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1.8.5 Research

The research component of the PDCP is a joint effort among the CDFA, California Department of
Transportation, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), University of California (UC), affected counties,
and industry groups. It is a coordinated effort to meet the long-term goal to control Pierce’s disease and
short-term goal to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. This effort is coordinated through the Research
Subcommittee of the CDFA Secretary’s Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force. The subcommittee has
representatives from the various grape-growing industries, citrus, nursery stock and almond growers,
USDA and UC. There are currently over fifty scientists working on more than forty projects funded by the
State and federal governments and private industry. Research goals include:

e Short-term research goals focus on finding the tools needed to reduce the natural and artificial spread
of the sharpshooter, including understanding the biology of the pest and identifying biological control
agents.

e Medium-term objectives include discovering how the sharpshooter selects its host plant, analyzing the
epidemiology of the disease, and determining if cultural practices can reduce the disease infection rate.

e Long-term research focuses on Pierce’s disease, including developing plant resistance to the disease.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS TO BE EXAMINED IN THE EIR

An EIR is a public document that identifies potentially significant environmental impacts of a project and
measures to reduce these effects. The environmental factors discussed below have been identified for
study in the EIR for the Pierce’s Disease Control Program as possible environmental effects, in compliance
with the required contents of an NOP. Certain aspects of the PDCP, such as monitoring and outreach
activities, would not have environmental effects. Other aspects of the project may have environmental
effects. Although the EIR will describe the entire PDCP, the EIR will focus on those aspects of the project
with potential environmental effects. An economic or social change by itself is not considered a significant
effect on the environment, and thus is not included in the scope of this EIR. Comments on the NOP will
help further refine the scope of the EIR.

2.1 Land Use Disturbance

PDCP regulatory actions include restrictions on the movement of goods and vehicles out of an infested
area to prevent the spread of the pest. For treatment activities, ground crews would need access to
infested properties and land use activities may be suspended during the application. The biological control
program of the PDCP would include leasing or construction of additional facilities for rearing natural
predators of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

In order to further evaluate these effects, the EIR will examine the potential for temporary disturbance to
land uses when control measures are implemented. Furthermore, the potential for these land use
disturbances to result in impacts to the environment will be examined.
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2.2 Hazards

Registered pesticides would be used as part of the PDCP to control the spread of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. The county agricultural commissioners would coordinate treatment upon detection of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter in nurseries, cropland, urban areas, and for shipments of bulk grape, citrus, or
nursery stock from infested areas. Pesticides would be used according to registration and label directions
and all appropriate precautions, as specified on the product label, would be taken by applicators.

The county agricultural commissioners would contract with a licensed pest control operator to treat urban
areas infested with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Pesticides would be applied directly to the leaves of
host plants or soil in urban/residential areas by ground crews. Nurseries and crops in infested areas would
be treated by the grower/owner of the property. CDFA and the county agricultural commissioners would
provide the grower/owner with information about pesticides shown to be effective against glassy-winged
sharpshooter. Growers/owners may apply treatments in agricultural areas by foliar spraying, soil drenches,
or aerial spraying in agricultural areas.

CDFA and county agricultural commissioners would conduct public outreach activities to advise
homeowners and other interested parties of treatment activities. Outreach activities would include a local
telephone help line, informational meetings, and door-to-door pre-treatment notification for infested
properties and adjacent properties. Notices would include information regarding treatment materials used,
precautions, date of application, and a telephone number and contact for PDCP staff.

The EIR will include an analysis of whether health risks or environmental hazards could occur from the
proposed PDCP. This analysis will include air quality considerations. Information regarding the
pesticides proposed for use will be included to describe whether risks are anticipated with their use. This
information will include the regulatory background, pesticide registration process, pesticide data, and
proposed program use restrictions.

23 Water Quality

Pesticides would be used according to registration and label directions and all appropriate precautions, as
specified on the product label, would be taken by applicators. Label requirements include measures such
as the avoidance of spraying over water.

To help evaluate the potential for water quality impacts to surface and ground waters, the EIR will include
a description of applicable pesticide use restrictions, either through regulation or proposed by the program.
The EIR will include an evaluation of potential water quality effects, in consideration of these restrictions
and requirements.

24 Biological Resources

A Memorandum of Understanding between the CDFA and the CDFG establishes procedures for
endangered and threatened species consultation to ensure that fish and wildlife resources are protected in
conformance with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Prior to pesticide treatment, county
agricultural commissioners, in conjunction with the CDFA, would consult with the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, consistent with existing memoranda of
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understanding, to identify any threatened/endangered species in the area prior to treatment. The agencies
would agree on appropriate mitigation measures to be taken in these sensitive areas.

Label requirements suggest environmentally protective measures, such as the avoidance of spraying
blooming plants and avoidance of spraying during windy conditions. DPR, in coordination with CDFA,
would conduct monitoring of selected treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the
chemical in surface, irrigation, and storm runoff water, turf, soil and air. In the event that ecologically
sensitive areas are present, toxicity to aquatic organisms would also be determined in surface water by
DPR monitoring.

Past CDFA experience has shown that pesticides may have an impact on non-target insect populations.
One of the pesticides identified for use in the PDCP, carbaryl, is known to have impacts upon non-target
species, including beneficial insects, such as honeybees and predaceous and parasitic insects (native
predators). Because not all insects are equally vulnerable, treatment might result in temporary changes in
the composition of local insect populations.

Release of exotic predatory and parasitic insects, such as the wasp Gonatocerus triguttatus and others, may
also be used to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Before these insects are released, they are
evaluated in a controlled laboratory environment to determine whether they will attack the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. The insects are released after the U.S. Department of Agriculture issues a finding that they
will not be a plant pest.

The EIR will include an analysis of potentially affected terrestrial and aquatic biological resources,
including threatened and endangered species. The EIR will address whether pesticide treatments or release
of biological control agents under the PDCP could affect native plants and animals, including non-target
insects.
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Real Estate Services ¢ 1102 Q St. Suite 5100 ¢ Sacramento, California 95814-2928

———% State of California e State and Consumer Services Agency e Gray Davis, Governor
@ DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
==

May 17, 2001

County Clerk
State of California

Re: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Statewide
Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

The Department of General Services on behalf of the California Department of Food and
Agriculture is sending the enclosed Notice of Preparation (NOP) for posting. Please post
the enclosed Notice of Preparation for the Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Statewide Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

We respectfully request that you post this document in a publicly accessible location as a
courtesy to the State of California for public review from May 21, 2001 through June 20,
2001.

Thank you for your assistance in making this notice available. Please call me at
(916) 323-6951 if you have any questions. Comments may be directed to my attention at
the address below.

Sincerely,

Susan K Stratton, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Planner
Department of General Services
Environmental Services Section
1102 Q Street, Suite 5100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Encl.

CC: See Distribution List



A-16



(s

State of California e State and Consumer Services Agency e Gray Davis, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

Real Estate Services ¢ 1102 Q St. Suite 5100 ¢ Sacramento, California 95814-2928

County Clerk:

Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY D DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
1220 N Street, Suite 409

Sacramento, California 95814

Telephone: (916) 654-0433

Facsimile: (916) 654-0403

May 17, 2001

TO: Public Agencies, Private Business Organizations, and Interested Parties

SUBJECT:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) is preparing an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP). The goal of
the proposed PDCP is to provide a coordinated statewide program that prevents severe
agricultural and economic damage by Pierce’s disease and its vector, the glassy-winged
sharpshooter (an exotic insect in the leathopper family). The program intends to contain the
spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter and the disease until researchers can find a treatment or
cure.

Pierce’s disease is caused by a strain of the bacterium Xylella fastidiosa that kills grapevines by
clogging their water-conducting vessels (xylem). Several strains of this bacterium exist,
attacking and causing damage to different host plants including grapes, citrus, stone fruits,
almonds, oleander, and certain shade trees (including oaks, elms, maples and sycamore). There is
no known cure for the disease. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is an aggressive exotic insect
that feeds on the xylem fluid of over 700 plant species and has the ability to spread the bacterium
that causes Pierce’s disease. The transmission of Xylella fastidiosa by the glassy-winged
sharpshooter constitutes an unprecedented threat to California’s agricultural industry, particularly
to California vineyards.

On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency provisions (Senate Bill 671, Statutes
of 2000, California Food and Agricultural Code, Sections 6045-6047) outlining specific
requirements for county agencies, and authorizing the Secretary of Food and Agriculture to adopt
program regulations. The proposed program to be evaluated in the EIR is an extension of the on-
going emergency program and regulations. The CDFA is the agency responsible for developing
the statewide comprehensive control program. The agricultural commissioner of each county
would have the responsibility for local implementation of the program, with oversight by CDFA.
The program has five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey and detection, contain
the spread, local management areas and rapid response, and research.



A description of the proposed program, potential control approaches, and probable environmental
effects are presented in the attached discussion of Project Data and Environmental Effects to be
Examined in the EIR.

The CDFA is the Lead Agency for the PDCP and has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP)
pursuant to Section 15082 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The
Real Estate Services Division of the California Department of General Services is assisting
CDFA in the performance of CEQA review of the PDCP. The purpose of the NOP is to inform
agencies and the general public that an EIR is being prepared for this program and to invite
specific comments on the scope and content of the EIR. To meet time limits established by state
law, your comments must be received no later than June 20, 2001.

Comments should be addressed to:

Ms. Susan Stratton
Real Estate Services Division
Department of General Services
State of California
1102 Q Street, Suite 5100
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-6951

A-20



I. PROJECT DATA
1.1 Project Title

Pierce’s Disease Control Program

1.2 Lead Agency Name and Address (also project sponsor)

Department of Food and Agriculture
State of California

1220 N Street, Room 409
Sacramento, CA 95814

CEQA Review Contact: Ms. Susan Stratton
Real Estate Services Division

State of California

1102 Q Street, Suite 5100

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-6951

1.3 Project Location

The proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program (PDCP) would apply to all counties in California
identified as potentially susceptible to Pierce’s disease and all areas capable of supporting its vector, the
glassy-winged sharpshooter (an insect in the leathopper family).

County agricultural inspectors throughout the state have performed surveys to identify existing glassy-
winged sharpshooter infestations and determine potential local control needs. The surveys revealed that
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties are generally infested
with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Limited infestations of glassy-winged sharpshooter occur in areas of
Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Sacramento, Santa Barbara, and Tulare Counties. Other areas of these
counties have been surveyed and were found apparently free of glassy-winged sharpshooter populations. If
new infestations of the glassy-winged sharpshooter were found in other counties of the State, the PDCP
would also apply to the newly infested areas. Nine counties (Alpine, Del Norte, Inyo, Lassen, Modoc,
Mono, Plumas, Sierra, and Siskiyou) are deemed not at risk of becoming infested with glassy-winged
sharpshooter due to unsuitable environments.

1.4 History of Pierce’s Disease and the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter

Pierce’s disease of grapevines was first noted in California near Anaheim in 1884. Since its discovery,
Pierce’s disease has spread to other areas of the State and is currently known to exist in 24 counties. There
is no known cure for the disease. Pierce’s disease is caused by a strain of the bacterium Xylella fastidiosa
and kills grapevines by clogging up their water-conducting vessels (xylem). Several strains of this
bacterium exist, attacking and causing damage to different host plants including grapes, citrus, stone fruits,
almonds, oleander, and certain shade trees (including oaks, elms, maples and sycamore). The name of the
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disease caused by Xylella fastidiosa varies for each host plant; for example, in oleanders, Xylella fastidiosa
causes “oleander scorch.”

The glassy-winged sharpshooter is an aggressive exotic insect accidentally introduced into Southern
California in the late 1980s. It is native to the Southeastern U.S. and northern Mexico. The glassy-winged
sharpshooter is a leathopper1 that feeds on the xylem fluid of over 700 species of crop and ornamental
plants, and has the ability to spread the bacterium that causes Pierce’s disease. The glassy-winged
sharpshooter builds up large populations on a diverse array of host plants and is an aggressive flyer,
traveling greater distances than sharpshooters native to California. Scientists believe that the glassy-
winged sharpshooter has the potential to increase both the incidence and severity of Pierce’s disease in
California. The glassy-winged sharpshooter is prolific, disperses rapidly, and transmits the disease from
vine-to-vine, resulting in an exponential, rather than linear, increase in Pierce’s disease incidence in
vineyards2. A significant loss of grapevines from Pierce’s disease transmitted by this insect has occurred
in the Temecula Valley (Riverside County). Over 200 acres of grapes have been destroyed and 300 more
acres have been damaged and will likely be dead within the next two years.

The combination of Pierce’s disease, which currently does not have a cure, and the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, which has the ability to spread the disease at a much faster rate than other native insects,
constitutes an unprecedented threat to California’s agricultural industry. In California, grape production is
a $3.4 billion industry and the wine grape industry alone contributes $33.7 billion to the California
economy. In addition to grapes (886,000 acres), other crops such as almonds (573,000 acres), citrus
(297,600 acres), peaches (66,3000 acres), nectarines (35,500), pears (19,300 acres), alfalfa, and
ornamentals are vulnerable to the bacterium carried by the glassy-winged sharpshooter3.

1.5 Legislative and Regulatory Actions Related to the Emergency Program

In response to the Temecula infestation in August 1999, the County of Riverside declared a local
emergency. The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) developed an action plan and
appointed a task force to develop long-term strategies and resources to combat the emerging threat. The
Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force and its subcommittees were established to review research proposals
and develop management and control plans. On May 16, 2000, the State Legislature passed emergency
provisions (Senate Bill 671, Statutes of 2000) that outline specific requirements for county agencies, and
authorize the Secretary of CDFA to adopt program regulations.

The Legislature found and declared that Pierce’s disease and its vectors present a clear and present danger
to the State’s grape industry, other agricultural commodities, and plant life. Under State law, the CDFA is
responsible for protecting the agricultural industry of the State (Food and Agricultural Code, Section 401).
The CDFA is obligated to prevent the introduction and spread of injurious insect and animal pests, plant
diseases, and noxious weeds (Section 403). The CDFA Secretary has authority to establish, maintain and
enforce quarantine, eradication, and other such regulations that are in his or her opinion necessary to
circumscribe and exterminate or prevent the spread of any pest not generally distributed in California
(Sections 5321 and 5322).

1 A leathopper is any of a number of leaping insects that suck plant juices.
2 CDFA, Pierce’s Disease Control Program Report to the Legislature, January 2001.
3 CDFA, Draft California Action Plan for Pierce’s Disease Control Program, Sacramento, CA, Feb. 9, 2001
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The Governor requested that the U.S. Department of Agriculture declare a state of emergency under
federal law. A federal declaration of emergency was published in the Federal Register on July 7, 2000,
with an effective date of June 23, 2000 (65 Federal Register 41930 (July 7, 2000).

On July 25, 2000, the CDFA, pursuant to legislative mandates, adopted emergency regulations for nursery
stock and bulk grapes and coordinated statewide systems for compliance (Sections 3650-3660, Title 3,
California Code of Regulations), as provided in the Administrative Procedure Act of the Government
Code. On November 8, 2000, the CDFA adopted emergency regulations for bulk citrus movement,
certification requirements and exemptions. Both sets of emergency regulations have been readopted one or
more times. The regulations implement a Statewide response program for arresting the artificial spread of
the glassy-winged sharpshooter and, where feasible, to eradicate it upon its detection in non-infested areas.
Because the emergency regulations and response program were created in response to an emergency, the
emergency program is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15269).

1.6 Other Public Agencies and Entities whose Review may be Required

California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Health Services, Environmental Health Investigations Branch
California Department of Parks and Recreation
California Department of Pesticide Regulation
California Department of Transportation

State Water Resources Control Board

State Lands Commission

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture

University of California

Agricultural Commissioners of Infested Counties

1.7  Program Goals
The goal of the proposed PDCP is to provide an intensive coordinated statewide program that prevents
severe economic damage by Pierce’s disease and the vector, the glassy-winged sharpshooter, while

remaining responsive to local concerns. Program objectives to achieve this goal are listed below.

e Determine the current distribution of glassy-winged sharpshooter in California and establish a mapping
and data collection system to track and report new detections and infestations.

e Develop and disseminate information about the nature, characteristics, and impact of the bacterium
that causes Pierce’s disease (Xylella fastidiosa), and the glassy-winged sharpshooter on various
commodities as well as on the economy and quality of life in California.

e Provide training in biology, detection, and treatment of Pierce’s disease and its vectors.

e Develop a research program that will aid in the management of and ultimately find a remedy for
Pierce’s disease and its spread by vectors.
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e Contain the spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease until researchers can find a
treatment or cure.

e Prevent artificial spread of glassy-winged sharpshooter through a coordinated program that involves
regulating the movement of nursery stock, bulk citrus, bulk grapes, and other commodities that may
carry the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

1.8 Description of the Proposed Pierce’s Disease Control Program

The proposed program is a comprehensive, statewide extension of the on-going emergency regulations and
response program currently being implemented. CDFA is the Lead Agency responsible for developing the
statewide comprehensive PDCP. The county agricultural commissioner of each county would have the
lead responsibility for local implementation of the program, with oversight by CDFA. The program has
five central elements: public outreach, statewide survey and detection, contain the spread, local
management/rapid response, and research, which are described in more detail below.

1.8.1 Public Outreach

Local task forces and county agricultural commissioners have primary responsibility for targeted public
outreach about glassy-winged sharpshooter, Pierce’s disease, and the PDCP. The local task forces would
provide information about glassy-winged sharpshooter biology and detection, regulations that affect
product shipment or processing, and treatment options. The CDFA would provide technical information,
technical support and training, assist in the development and dissemination of literature, and act as a
clearinghouse for information to the public and the press.

Prior to any treatment activity in urban areas, a telephone help line would be established to answer calls
concerning PDCP activities. The help line would also include public health and animal health information.
Informational meetings would be held to advise homeowners and other interested parties of treatment
activities and to address their questions or concerns. Pre-treatment notification would be conducted
through the local news media and by door-to-door notification of infested properties and adjacent
properties. Notices would include information regarding materials used, precautions, date of application,
and a telephone number and contact for the PDCP staff.

The responsible county agricultural commissioner would identify ethnic communities in glassy-winged
sharpshooter-infested areas and provide information in their spoken languages. Non-English speakers
would staff the help line, if needed, and CDFA would provide translations for treatment notification.

1.8.2 Statewide Survey and Detection

Statewide surveys would be conducted annually to identify and monitor glassy-winged sharpshooter
infestations and populations through visual and trapping surveys of nurseries, croplands, and
urban/residential areas. The CDFA would work with the agricultural commissioners, local entities, and
other interested stakeholders of all counties to make them aware of the risk of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter and establish a system to assure that all glassy-winged sharpshooter-related calls are
investigated. Visual and trapping surveys in nurseries would be conducted year-round as part of the
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PDCP’s nursery regulatory program to show a property is free from the glassy-winged sharpshooter. More
information about the regulatory program is provided below.

1.8.3 Contain the Spread

The goal of this element of the PDCP is to prevent the glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease
from spreading into new areas of the State through biological and other control measures and regulating
the movement of nursery stock, citrus, grapes, and other commodities, which may harbor the glassy-
winged sharpshooter.

Biological Control Program

The goal of the biological control program is to reduce glassy-winged sharpshooter populations using
natural enemies of the pest. In Southern California, the wasp Gonatocerus ashmeadi attacks and
parasitizes glassy-winged sharpshooter egg masses, but this wasp alone does not reduce glassy-winged
sharpshooter populations to acceptable levels. A suite of introduced and native natural enemies would
increase the chances for effective biological control over a broader range of host plants and climatic zones.

As part of the emergency program, CDFA released the wasp, Gonatocerus triguttatus, in Riverside, Kern
and Ventura Counties during summer 2000. This wasp is native to Mexico and, like Gonatocerus
ashmeadi, also parasitizes glassy-winged sharpshooter eggs. Prior to the release, the wasp underwent an
evaluation in a controlled laboratory environment to make sure that the parasite would attack the
sharpshooter. Follow up studies will help determine if the new parasite significantly reduces glassy-
winged sharpshooter populations. Concurrently with these studies, CDFA would release G. triguttatus and
other parasites into a large number of locations throughout the entire distribution of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. Greenhouses and other facilities for rearing G. triguttatus would be constructed or leased to
support this program. CDFA may also contract with private insectaries to supplement their rearing
operations.

The biological control program also includes an ongoing search in the southeastern U.S., northern Mexico,
and South America to find new predators or parasites that would be effective against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. If discovered, these natural enemies will be evaluated prior to any release.

Regulatory Actions

PDCP regulations include the standards, certification requirements, and exemptions for the movement of
bulk grapes, bulk citrus, and nursery stock from infested areas to non-infested areas. The purpose of the
regulations is to prevent the spread of the glassy-winged sharpshooter to new areas of the State by
regulating shipments of host plants and plant materials. Surveillance for the glassy-winged sharpshooter
would be strengthened at California’s agricultural inspection stations and intrastate restrictions on those
commodities that present a high risk of spreading glassy-winged sharpshooter would be enforced.

Any grape grower, citrus grower, or nursery located in a glassy-winged sharpshooter infested area planning
to ship bulk grapes, citrus or nursery stock to counties outside the known infested area would be required
to comply with glassy-winged sharpshooter monitoring and/or treatment requirements. The origin county’s
agricultural commissioner would enter into compliance agreements with growers and issue certification
tags when certain conditions are met. These standards allow for inspection at the origin with certification
of glassy-winged sharpshooter-free shipments using visual survey, trapping or approved pesticide
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treatment. Color-coded compliance certification tags accompany each load of bulk grapes and citrus and
would be collected by the receiver. Regulations also may be to cover other commodities found to present a
risk of moving the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

CDFA is in the process of evaluating a number of pesticides for use against the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. When additional research is completed, regulatory officials would use the results as a basis
for establishing approved regulatory treatments for use against glassy-winged sharpshooter. Materials are
also being screened for use on organic crops. Until the tests are completed, any registered insecticide
suitable for leathopper control may be used (See Table 1.7-1). Currently, fenpropathrin and imidacloprid
(as a foliar4 application) are recommended as part of the emergency program for use on nursery stock
moving out of the infested area. The criteria for pesticide selection by an individual grower or nursery will
depend on their specific circumstances of harvest, worker re-entry, and/or shipment. Pesticides would be
used according to EPA registration and label directions.

Table 1.7-1. Registered Insecticides Suitable for Leafthopper Control

Grapes Citrus Nursery Stock
Carbaryl Carbaryl Acephate
Endosulfan Chlorpyriphos Bifenthrin
Imidacloprid Cyfluthrin Carbaryl
Malathion Imidacloprid Chlorpyriphos
Naled Methidathion Cyfluthrin
Methomyl Deltamethrin
Phosmet Fenpropathrin
Imidacloprid
Methiocarb
Permethrin

Source: Draft California Action Plan for the Pierce’s Disease Control Program, CDFA, February. 2001.

1.8.4 Rapid Response and Treatment

When a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation is discovered, the agricultural commissioner’s office would
act as the lead agency for all response activities. Immediately following the discovery of one or more life
stages of a glassy-winged sharpshooter not associated with a recent shipment of regulated products, the
county agricultural commissioner’s office would conduct a delimitation survey to determine the extent of
the infestation.

The county agricultural commissioner would then coordinate the treatment of infested properties. The
county agricultural commissioners, in conjunction with the CDFA, would consult with the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, consistent with existing
memoranda of understanding, to identify any threatened/endangered species and/or environmentally
sensitive areas within proposed treatment areas before treatments begin. The agencies would then develop
appropriate mitigation measures to be taken in these sensitive areas.

Upon detection of the glassy-winged sharpshooter within a nursery or on a crop, the grower/owner of the
nursery or crop would be notified that the glassy-winged sharpshooter had been found. The nursery or

4 Treatments applied directly to plant leaves.
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crop would then be treated by the grower/owner of the property with a registered pesticide to control the
glassy-winged sharpshooter. The State or county would provide guidance and information about registered
pesticides shown to be effective against glassy-winged sharpshooter to the individual growers/owners.
Growers/owners may apply treatments through foliar spraying, soil drenches, or aerial spraying. Pesticides
would be used according to registration and label directions. Nurseries may be required to hold shipments
until all host material within the nursery is treated by the nursery with a properly registered pesticide to
control the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

Upon detection of a glassy-winged sharpshooter infestation in urban/non-agricultural areas, the county
agricultural commissioner would contract with a certified pest control operator to treat the infested areas.
The county agricultural commissioner would provide training to personnel and provide oversight to ensure
that the contractor conducts the applications in accordance with all laws and regulations of the State of
California. The county agricultural commissioners would designate properties that require treatment and
the chemical(s) to be used, the rate(s) of application, the host(s) to be treated and any related protocols
such as timing of treatments, number of applications, environmental restrictions, etc. Pesticides would be
applied directly to the leaves of host plants, to soil, or through injection into trees. The decision to treat an
urban area resides with the county agricultural commissioner, in consultation with CDFA. No aerial
spraying would occur over urban areas. Over agricultural areas normally subject to aerial application, an
owner/grower may choose to treat crops with aerial spraying, in accordance with existing regulations and
permits, in coordination with the Pierce’s Disease Control Program.

As described in Section 1.8.3 above, CDFA is in the process of evaluating a number of pesticides for use
against the glassy-winged sharpshooter. While materials are still being reviewed, carbaryl presently has
the widest glassy-winged sharpshooter host range and is known to be effective on other species of
leathoppers. Imidacloprid and cyfluthrin have also been used on ornamental plantings. Until the
evaluation is completed, any registered insecticide suitable for leafthopper control may be used in the rapid
response and treatment program. All appropriate precautions, as specified on the product label, would be
taken by applicators.

As described in Section 1.8.1, notification of treatment would be conducted through public information
meetings, the news media, and door-to-door notices. The county agricultural commissioners also would
notify registered beekeepers in or near the infested area of the glassy-winged sharpshooter treatment
activities, if the label of the pesticide to be used indicates that the treatment may affect bee colonies.

Environmental monitoring of treatments would be arranged by CDFA and conducted by the California
Department of Pesticide Regulations (DPR) to ensure proper application of the treatments. The
Environmental Hazards Assessment Program (EHAP) of the DPR would conduct monitoring of selected
treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the chemical in surface, irrigation, and storm
runoff water, turf, soil and air. Additionally, representative backyard vegetables and fruits would be
sampled. In the event that ecologically sensitive aquatic habitat is present, toxicity to aquatic organisms
would also be determined in surface water. The monitoring data would be used by the CDFA to assess
proper application rates and coverage and to estimate environmental impacts of the application. The
county agricultural commissioners would also conduct monitoring to assess the impact of the treatment on
the glassy-winged sharpshooter population. This monitoring would continue for one or more life cycles of
the pest.

Pierce’s Disease Control Program EIR A-27 Notice of Preparation
California Department of Food and Agriculture



1.8.5 Research

The research component of the PDCP is a joint effort among the CDFA, California Department of
Transportation, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), University of California (UC), affected counties,
and industry groups. It is a coordinated effort to meet the long-term goal to control Pierce’s disease and
short-term goal to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. This effort is coordinated through the Research
Subcommittee of the CDFA Secretary’s Pierce’s Disease Advisory Task Force. The subcommittee has
representatives from the various grape-growing industries, citrus, nursery stock and almond growers,
USDA and UC. There are currently over fifty scientists working on more than forty projects funded by the
State and federal governments and private industry. Research goals include:

e Short-term research goals focus on finding the tools needed to reduce the natural and artificial spread
of the sharpshooter, including understanding the biology of the pest and identifying biological control
agents.

e Medium-term objectives include discovering how the sharpshooter selects its host plant, analyzing the
epidemiology of the disease, and determining if cultural practices can reduce the disease infection rate.

e Long-term research focuses on Pierce’s disease, including developing plant resistance to the disease.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS TO BE EXAMINED IN THE EIR

An EIR is a public document that identifies potentially significant environmental impacts of a project and
measures to reduce these effects. The environmental factors discussed below have been identified for
study in the EIR for the Pierce’s Disease Control Program as possible environmental effects, in compliance
with the required contents of an NOP. Certain aspects of the PDCP, such as monitoring and outreach
activities, would not have environmental effects. Other aspects of the project may have environmental
effects. Although the EIR will describe the entire PDCP, the EIR will focus on those aspects of the project
with potential environmental effects. An economic or social change by itself is not considered a significant
effect on the environment, and thus is not included in the scope of this EIR. Comments on the NOP will
help further refine the scope of the EIR.

2.1 Land Use Disturbance

PDCP regulatory actions include restrictions on the movement of goods and vehicles out of an infested
area to prevent the spread of the pest. For treatment activities, ground crews would need access to
infested properties and land use activities may be suspended during the application. The biological control
program of the PDCP would include leasing or construction of additional facilities for rearing natural
predators of the glassy-winged sharpshooter.

In order to further evaluate these effects, the EIR will examine the potential for temporary disturbance to
land uses when control measures are implemented. Furthermore, the potential for these land use
disturbances to result in impacts to the environment will be examined.
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2.2 Hazards

Registered pesticides would be used as part of the PDCP to control the spread of the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. The county agricultural commissioners would coordinate treatment upon detection of the
glassy-winged sharpshooter in nurseries, cropland, urban areas, and for shipments of bulk grape, citrus, or
nursery stock from infested areas. Pesticides would be used according to registration and label directions
and all appropriate precautions, as specified on the product label, would be taken by applicators.

The county agricultural commissioners would contract with a licensed pest control operator to treat urban
areas infested with the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Pesticides would be applied directly to the leaves of
host plants or soil in urban/residential areas by ground crews. Nurseries and crops in infested areas would
be treated by the grower/owner of the property. CDFA and the county agricultural commissioners would
provide the grower/owner with information about pesticides shown to be effective against glassy-winged
sharpshooter. Growers/owners may apply treatments in agricultural areas by foliar spraying, soil drenches,
or aerial spraying in agricultural areas.

CDFA and county agricultural commissioners would conduct public outreach activities to advise
homeowners and other interested parties of treatment activities. Outreach activities would include a local
telephone help line, informational meetings, and door-to-door pre-treatment notification for infested
properties and adjacent properties. Notices would include information regarding treatment materials used,
precautions, date of application, and a telephone number and contact for PDCP staff.

The EIR will include an analysis of whether health risks or environmental hazards could occur from the
proposed PDCP. This analysis will include air quality considerations. Information regarding the
pesticides proposed for use will be included to describe whether risks are anticipated with their use. This
information will include the regulatory background, pesticide registration process, pesticide data, and
proposed program use restrictions.

23 Water Quality

Pesticides would be used according to registration and label directions and all appropriate precautions, as
specified on the product label, would be taken by applicators. Label requirements include measures such
as the avoidance of spraying over water.

To help evaluate the potential for water quality impacts to surface and ground waters, the EIR will include
a description of applicable pesticide use restrictions, either through regulation or proposed by the program.
The EIR will include an evaluation of potential water quality effects, in consideration of these restrictions
and requirements.

24 Biological Resources

A Memorandum of Understanding between the CDFA and the CDFG establishes procedures for
endangered and threatened species consultation to ensure that fish and wildlife resources are protected in
conformance with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Prior to pesticide treatment, county
agricultural commissioners, in conjunction with the CDFA, would consult with the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, consistent with existing memoranda of
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understanding, to identify any threatened/endangered species in the area prior to treatment. The agencies
would agree on appropriate mitigation measures to be taken in these sensitive areas.

Label requirements suggest environmentally protective measures, such as the avoidance of spraying
blooming plants and avoidance of spraying during windy conditions. DPR, in coordination with CDFA,
would conduct monitoring of selected treatments to provide information on the concentrations of the
chemical in surface, irrigation, and storm runoff water, turf, soil and air. In the event that ecologically
sensitive areas are present, toxicity to aquatic organisms would also be determined in surface water by
DPR monitoring.

Past CDFA experience has shown that pesticides may have an impact on non-target insect populations.
One of the pesticides identified for use in the PDCP, carbaryl, is known to have impacts upon non-target
species, including beneficial insects, such as honeybees and predaceous and parasitic insects (native
predators). Because not all insects are equally vulnerable, treatment might result in temporary changes in
the composition of local insect populations.

Release of exotic predatory and parasitic insects, such as the wasp Gonatocerus triguttatus and others, may
also be used to control the glassy-winged sharpshooter. Before these insects are released, they are
evaluated in a controlled laboratory environment to determine whether they will attack the glassy-winged
sharpshooter. The insects are released after the U.S. Department of Agriculture issues a finding that they
will not be a plant pest.

The EIR will include an analysis of potentially affected terrestrial and aquatic biological resources,
including threatened and endangered species. The EIR will address whether pesticide treatments or release
of biological control agents under the PDCP could affect native plants and animals, including non-target
insects.

Pierce’s Disease Control Program EIR A-30 Notice of Preparation
California Department of Food and Agriculture
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An Analysis of Potential Impacts
of the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter in California’

Summary

The glassy-winged sharpshooter (GWSS) is an exotic (non-native) leathopper that was first
found in California in the early 1990s. This insect is known to transmit plant pathogens,
including Xylella fastidiosa (Xf), the causal agent of Pierce’s disease of grapes. Recent
outbreaks of GWSS in southern California and parts of Kern County have raised the possibility
that there may be an increase in the incidence of Pierce’s disease and other Xf-caused plant
diseases in California with potential devastating impacts on grapes and on other plants that are
susceptible to this pathogen as the GWSS spreads throughout the state.

This report evaluates this risk by comparing the disease situation before the arrival of GWSS and
after the insect’s population explosion. The report will then forecast what future effects GWSS
might have on California if the pest continues to spread statewide.

In addition to causing Pierce’s disease, the bacterium Xyllela fastidiosa also causes almond leaf
scorch, alfalfa dwarf and oleander leaf scorch. There is evidence that the spread of the GWSS is
having the following impacts:

Movement of Xf to areas now free of the pathogen. In both Riverside (Temecula) and Kern
Counties, Pierce’s disease has been seen in areas previously believed to be free of the
disease. In Temecula, vineyards throughout the valley now have vines showing Pierce’s
disease symptoms. In Kern County, the occurrence of Pierce’s disease in the General Beale
Road area represents a new area of disease incidence. These new areas are not due simply to
a greater awareness of the disease and increased vigilance. Searches over the past five years
by University of California (UC) Cooperative Extension personnel did not detect any
confirmed cases of Pierce’s disease from Bakersfield south in Kern County.

Movement of the pathogen to new plant species causing diseases not seen before in
California. Oleander leaf scorch was discovered in 1994. The disease is killing oleander
plantings, in association with the GWSS. There is potential for the sharpshooter to move X1’
to other plants causing still more “new” diseases as it spreads into habitats not occupied by
native vectors.

Increase in the rate of transmission to susceptible plantings. The rate of death of grapes
due to Pierce’s disease in Temecula has increased from less than 1% in 1990 to an average of
nearly 30% in 2000. This represents a 30-fold increase in less than ten years. This increase
is because the sharpshooter is taking the pathogen to vineyards previously beyond the
“reach” of native vectors, and because large numbers of the pathogen-carrying sharpshooters

! This analysis provides a general discussion and broad overview of the potential impacts in California if the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, a new and aggressive vector of Pierce’s disease and other related plant diseases, were allowed to spread throughout
California. It utilizes uncomplicated assumptions and scenarios to estimate future impacts from this pest, and is intended to
provide insight and useful information to decision-makers and laypersons.



are invading susceptible plantings and moving the pathogen from infected plants to nearby
uninfected plants.

Increase in the rate of Xf spread within plantings of susceptible crops/plants. Typical Xf
spread within California vineyards by native vectors is at a rate that varies from less than 1%
to 10% in sites with heavy pressure from native vectors. The rate of Xf infection rises and
falls unpredictably from year to year. In Temecula, there have been steeper or exponential
rates of increase in the incidence of Pierce’s disease that spread throughout vineyards within
2 to 3 years. If Temecula represents a typical situation for Xf spread by GWSS, the rate at
which the pathogen is spread throughout the rest of California will be exponential.

Creation of patches of diseased plants rather than isolated individuals. Native vectors
typically inhabit natural weedy habitats and infect plants during feeding forays into
vineyards. A combination of movement of Xf from outside the vineyard to individual plants
and the site of infection by native vectors (see below) limited the physical distribution of
infected plants to individual vines scattered within a 300 foot swath bordering the native
vegetation in which the native vectors breed. Because GWSS breeds in cultivated crops and
ornamental plants, there will be multi-plant disease centers (foci) as the sharpshooter spreads
the pathogen from a diseased plant to its neighbors -- something that appears to be negligible
with native vectors. Summer infections of grapes with Xf by native vectors do not survive
winter pruning until the following year, explaining why vine-to-vine movement of chronic
Pierce’s disease had not been observed before the arrival of GWSS. These multi-plant
disease foci, caused by plant-to-plant pathogen transmission, have already been seen in
grapes and oleanders in Southern California.

Movement of the pathogen into urban settings. The occurrence of oleander leaf scorch in
urban, farm and freeway settings indicates that GWSS may be moving this pathogen into
new settings, especially in urban areas.

Infection of vines below the point at which they are pruned in the winter. Glassy-winged
sharpshooters have been frequently observed feeding on pruned, dormant grapevines. The
infection of the vines early in the season and below the pruning point throughout the year
will greatly increase the rate at which GWSS will infect grapevines with Xf. Summer
infections of woody portions of grape vines by GWSS result in chronic Xf infections. In
contrast, native vectors of Xf feed on and transmit X7 to the tips of growing grape stems in the
summer. These infections seldom survive the following winter. The result is exponential,
vine-to-vine transmission of chronic Xf infections by GWSS.

These changes threaten to dramatically alter the dynamics of Xf-caused plant diseases in
California. Virtually all the grape growing regions of California will experience an increase in
Pierce’s disease incidence, including areas that have historically had such low infection levels of
the disease as to be considered “free” of the disease. If the level rises to a persistent, average
annual infection rate of 1%, the annual cost to California grape growers could increase to
$230,000,000, as follows:

Crop losses from dying vines and losses until replacement vines reach full production are
estimated to be $142,000,000.
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e The cost of replacing dead/diseased vines will rise to $25,000,000.
e Treatment costs to protect vineyards are estimated to rise to $63,000,000.

If the persistent, average infection rate were to rise to a persistent average annual infection rate
of 5% in those counties having at least 1,000 acres of citrus (a crop in which the glassy-winged
sharpshooter breeds to high numbers), the annual impact is estimated to be $592,000,000
($450,000,000 in crop losses, $78,000,000 in vine replacement costs and $64,000,000 in
pesticide treatment expenses).

Other plantings will be affected by the GWSS. Oleander leaf scorch could cost $50,000,000 to
replace dead and dying oleanders along California highways. The substantial costs of replacing
dead oleanders used as ornamental plantings and windbreaks have not been estimated.

The GWSS may transmit the strains of the pathogen already in California to new host plants, as
happened with oleander leaf scorch. It may increase the incidence of other Xf-caused plant
diseases already found in California, including bacterial leaf scorch of oak, maple leaf scorch,
alfalfa dwarf and almond leaf scorch. The presence of the sharpshooter also puts several crops at
risk should the strains of Xf that attack citrus and peach, which are not known to occur in
California, reach the state.
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An Analysis of Potential Impacts
of the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter in California’

By Dr. Robert V. Dowell, Primary State Entomologist

Introduction

The glassy-winged sharpshooter (GWSS) is an exotic (non-native) leathopper that was first
found in California in the early 1990s (Sorensen and Gill 1996). This insect is known to
transmit plant pathogens, including Xylella fastidiosa (Xf), the causal agent of Pierce’s disease
of grapes. Recent outbreaks of GWSS in southern California and parts of Kern County have
raised the possibility that the spread and establishment of the GWSS may result in an increase
in the incidence of Pierce’s disease in California with potential devastating impacts on grapes
and on other plants that are susceptible to infection by Xf.

This report examines this risk by comparing the disease situation before the arrival of GWSS
and after the insect’s population explosion. The report will then forecast what future effect
GWSS might have on California if the pest continues to spread statewide.

Critical Components

Three types of organisms have shaped the current situation: the bacterial disease agent, the
insect vectors of the disease agent and the susceptible host plants of the disease agent. All
three must be present with the proper environmental conditions that allow their survival and
growth before any problems can occur.

The disease agent is X7, a bacterium that is pathogenic (disease-causing) and occurs in the
xylem or water-carrying tubes of susceptible plants. Xylem-feeding insects such as certain
leathoppers or spittlebugs transmit Xf from plant to plant. In the plant, X/ may be limited to
the immediate tissue where it was introduced, as a localized infection, or it may move
throughout the xylem system as a systemic infection. Xf may be found in one of two states
within the plant, depending on the plant species: 1) the bacterium may be present but cause
no visible disease symptoms in the plant (e.g. blackberry); or 2) it may damage or kill the
plant (e.g. Vitis vinifera grapes or almonds). Xfis the causal agent of a number of diseases of
food and ornamental plants (Table 1).

' This analysis provides a general discussion and broad overview of the potential impacts in California if the
glassy-winged sharpshooter, a new and aggressive vector of Pierce’s disease and other related plant diseases,
were allowed to spread throughout California. It utilizes uncomplicated assumptions and scenarios to estimate
future impacts from this pest, and is intended to provide insight and useful information to decision-makers and
laypersons.
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Table 1. Plant Diseases Caused by X. fastidiosa

Severity of Present in
Disease Host Kill Host Damage California
Pierce’s disease grape yes high yes
Almond leaf scorch almond yes high yes
Oleander leaf scorch oleander  yes high yes
Phony peach disease peach no high no
Alfalfa dwarf disease alfalfa no slight to moderate yes
Citrus variegated chlorosis citrus no high no
Bacterial leaf scorch of elm elm no moderate to high no
Bacterial leaf scorch of sycamore sycamore no moderate to high no
Pear scorch pear no moderate no
Bacterial leaf scorch of oak oak no moderate to high 7%
Maple leaf scorch maple no moderate to high 7%
Mulberry leaf scorch mulberry  no moderate no
Pecan leaf scorch pecan no moderate no

Rarely found in California. When found, affected trees exhibit milder symptoms than those observed in the eastern U.S.,
suggesting a more virulent strain is present in the east.

The vectors of Xf are insects that feed on the xylem fluid of plants. This includes
spittlebugs, cicadas, and some leathoppers. These insects use piercing/sucking mouthparts to
pierce plant tissue and suck out the xylem fluid. The bacterium is picked up by the
mouthparts during feeding. The bacterium remains on the mouthparts and can be
mechanically transmitted to another plant when the insect next feeds. The bacterium
reproduces within the insect body and can be immediately transmitted after being acquired,
but it is lost whenever the insect molts (sheds its skin). However, adult insects do not molt
and, once having acquired the bacterium, remain infective throughout their life. Several
native insects can acquire and transmit Xf (Table 2 ) (Freitag et al. 1952) in addition to the
exotic GWSS.

Susceptible plants are plants that can support growth and survival of Xf. Most susceptible
plants do not manifest disease symptoms. Xf has been recovered from over 225 plant species
(web site CNR.Berkeley.EDU/xylella/temp/hosts.htm). Common plants from which Xf has
been recovered include blackberry, Oregon ash, California bay laurel, box elder, elderberry,
wild grape, Bermuda grass, and umbrella sedge (Purcell, http://www. CNR.Berkeley.EDU/

xylella ).
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Table 2. Partial List of X. fastidiosa Vectors* in California

Scientific Name Common Name
Sharpshooters

Cuerna occidentalis occidental sharpshooter
Cuerna yuccae

Draeculacephala californica California sharpshooter

Draeculacephala crassicornis
Draeculacephala minerva grass or green sharpshooter

Draeculacephala noveboracensis

Friscanus friscanus lupine sharpshooter
Graphocephala atropunctata blue-green sharpshooter
Graphocephala confluens willow sharpshooter

Graphocephala hieroglyphica

Homalodisca coagulata glassy-winged sharpshooter
Homalodisca lacerta smoketree sharpshooter
Pagaronia confusa

Pagaronia furcata

Pagaronia tredecimpunctata

Pagaronia triunata

Xyphon (Carneocephala) fulgida red-headed sharpshooter
Spittlebugs

Aphrophora angulata
Aphrophora permutata
Clastoptera brunnea

Philaenus spumaria meadow spittlebug

*Names per Nomina Insecta Nearctica
Note: Common names have been provided where they are available.

Brief History of Xylella fastidiosa in California

Hewitt (1958) concluded that Xf was introduced into California prior to 1880 in cuttings and
wild grapes brought in from the southeastern United States. These and other grape species
were being tested as rootstock for Vitis vinifera (the European grape grown for wine, table
grapes, and raisins in California) as well as for their resistance to grape phylloxera, a pest of
grapevines that can kill the plant. Others (Purcell pers. comm.) note that Xf may have been
present in California before the arrival of Vitis vinifera grape vines. In either case, major
epidemics of what is now called Pierce’s disease were first noticed in the Los Angeles basin
in the 1880s. By 1886, the loss of vines to Pierce’s disease had become “seriously
threatening.” By 1890, some 25,000 acres of vines had been killed in southern California
(Smith 1946).
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Subsequent outbreaks in southern California essentially eliminated grape growing in that area,
despite the excellent climate and soil. Pierce’s disease caused extensive vine death in the
Central Valley in the 1920s and it continues to be a significant cause of vine death in the Napa
region.

It is likely that Xf can be found everywhere in California that grapes, almonds and oleanders
are grown. A possible exception is the Sierra foothills above Placerville. The importance of
Xfin a given area is the result of the interaction among the vectors, susceptible hosts, the
pathogen, and climatic factors, including winter cold temperatures.

Potential GWSS Disruption of X. fastidiosa Dynamic in California

In order to understand how GWSS might upset the Xf-caused disease epidemiology in
California, we must first detail what the Xf-caused disease situation was before the arrival of
this exotic vector, describe where GWSS might survive and breed in the state, and detail how
GWSS differs from the native Xf vectors. The following are brief accounts of the Xf-caused
disease situation in five regions of California: Temecula Valley, San Joaquin Valley,
Sacramento Valley, Napa region, and the urban environment.

Status of Xf-caused diseases in California before 1990

Temecula/Southern California. Pierce’s disease was present but virtually unknown in
Temecula. Most of the growers did not know what a Pierce’s-diseased plant looked like, so
vine losses due to Pierce’s disease were probably attributed to other causes. Vine deaths were
widely scattered and affected individual vines. There was a small outbreak in Temecula in
1997 in a vineyard next to a catch basin where willow and other riparian plants harbored large
numbers of willow sharpshooters. This vineyard was removed and so was the disease (to the
best of the grower’s knowledge). It is estimated that the loss rate of vines from Pierce’s
disease at this time throughout the valley was 0.001% per year (Drake pers. comm.). The
GWSS was not found in sticky traps in this vineyard in 1997, but GWSS had been noticed
elsewhere in the Temecula Valley in 1996.

Oleander leaf scorch was unknown in southern California until the mid-1990s (Purcell et al.
1998). Almond leaf scorch was first detected in the Mohave desert in southern California in
the 1950s and in northern California in the 1960s, but it may have been present for an
unknown number of years before that (Purcell web site: CNR.Berkeley. EDU/xylella).

San Joaquin Valley. Pierce’s disease was present in the Valley but outbreaks were localized
and confined to “hotspots” where sufficient numbers of vectors were present to transmit the
disease. Most growers knew where these hotspots were and Pierce’s disease did not occur in
the vineyards of the vast majority of these growers. Widely scattered deaths of individual
vines due to Xf were attributed to other causes. The overall rate of loss of vines to Pierce’s
disease was estimated to be 0.001% per year (Luvisi pers. comm.)

Almond leaf scorch was present in the Valley but affected few trees per year overall (Purcell,

web site: CNR.Berkeley. EDU/xylella). Hot spots occurred in Contra Costa and San Joaquin
Counties. Oleander leaf scorch was unknown in the San Joaquin Valley (Purcell et al. 1998).
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Sacramento Valley. Pierce’s disease incidence mirrored that in the San Joaquin Valley. The
annual loss rate due to Pierce’s disease was estimated to be 0.001% per year. Efforts to locate
Pierce’s disease in Merced, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties in the 1970s did not find
any. Currently, there have been no confirmed reports of Pierce’s disease in these counties for
at least 30 years (Purcell pers. comm.).

Almond leaf scorch was present and localized problem areas existed. In Contra Costa
County, there was no relationship between the presence of Pierce’s disease and almond leaf
scorch (Purcell 1980). This suggests that the key vectors of Pierce’s disease are different
from those for almond leaf scorch. Oleander leaf scorch has not been officially confirmed in
northern California (Purcell et al. 1998).

Napa Region. Pierce’s disease was present and localized hotspots typically extended about
300 feet from riparian settings where the native sharpshooter vectors harboring the pathogen
bred and multiplied. The extensive growth of vineyard acreage has resulted in more plantings
close to riparian areas, accompanied by an increase in Pierce’s disease in these vineyards.
However, many areas had little to no Pierce’s disease. Overall infection rates varied from
near zero for most vineyards to over 10% per year, depending on the vineyard location. The
average loss rate from Pierce’s disease was probably less than 2% per year (Purcell pers.
comm.). Surveys during the 1990s, based on grower responses to questionnaires and
economic analysis, projected losses in Napa and Sonoma Counties at 25 to 30 million dollars
per year (North Coast Pierce’s Disease Task Force Report 2000).

Almond leaf scorch and oleander leaf scorch were not known from the area (Purcell, web site:
CNR.Berkeley. EDU/xylella, Purcell et al. 1998).

Urban setting. Xf-caused diseases were generally not known from urban settings in
California. This is likely due to a lack of knowledge about the true cause of the death of
grapevines and almond trees rather than a lack of the pathogen. It is very likely that some
grapevines and almond trees were killed by the pathogen but that their loss was attributed to
other causes. The loss rate was likely very low--on the order of 0.001% per year or less.

Oleander leaf scorch was unknown in the urban areas of California (Purcell et al. 1998).

Overall, Pierce’s disease was present in all the grape-growing areas, except perhaps the Sierra
foothills. The occurrence of Pierce’s disease in most of northern California has been rare
since the 1940s. Growers knew of isolated hotspots of the disease but the vast majority of the
area was thought to be free of the disease. The loss of widely scattered individual vines was
attributed to other causes. Hotspots existed in areas near breeding sites of native vectors,
generally riparian or grassland settings (Purcell pers. comm.). With the possible exception of
parts of the Napa region, the incidence of Pierce’s disease was low enough that the loss rate of
vines was within manageable and acceptable limits of 0.001% per year or 1 in 100,000 vines.

Almond leaf scorch also occurred in isolated hotspots in Contra Costa County with the
majority of the acreage having virtually no disease. The hotspots were in proximity of a
source of vectors, but the key factors for almond leaf scorch appear to be different from those
for Pierce’s disease.

Oleander leaf scorch was unknown in California.
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Potential Distribution of GWSS in California

The GWSS is found throughout the southeastern United States from Texas to Florida and
north to the Carolinas and west to Tennessee. The insect is very rare at the outer edge of its
distribution. This analysis compared the winter cold temperatures with the outer edge of the
GWSS distribution in the southeast (Turner and Pollard 1959) and found an excellent
correlation between the outer edge of its distribution and the average low daily temperatures
in January and February (web site: water.dnr.state.sc.us/climate.sercc/se0lmin.). GWSS is
confined to the area where the average daily low temperature is above about 28° F in January
and February. This same area has daily average high temperatures in January of less than 50°
F (Figures 1-4) (web site: http://www.water.dnr.state.sc.us/climate.sercc/se01min). This
suggests (but does not prove) that GWSS distribution is cold-limited.

We can use these data to predict where GWSS might find its outer limits in California
(Figure 5). In general, GWSS is expected to survive throughout the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Valleys from Redding south to Bakersfield. It will survive in the foothills below
about 2000 feet, with this line rising to the south and dropping to the north. GWSS is
expected to survive along the coast to the Oregon border and to follow the lower foothills
inland around to Clear Lake. All the major grape and almond growing regions in California,
except the Sierra foothills, fall within the area in which the conditions are conducive to
GWSS survival.

The discovery of isolated GWSS infestations in Sacramento, Contra Costa, Santa Clara and
Butte Counties indicates that the pest is able to survive and breed at least as far north as Chico
and in the greater San Francisco Bay Area.

GWSS numbers are expected to be lowest at the outer edge of this area and to be greater in
the warmer areas where the susceptible crops are grown. It is not known what effect(s) the
cool summer temperatures found along the north coast will have on GWSS population
dynamics.

Comparison of GWSS Biology with Native Vectors

GWSS differs from native vectors in several important biological traits (Table 3) (Purcell,
Testimony before Assembly Agricultural Committee, October 12, 1999). GWSS breeds in
crops like citrus and grapes. Whether it can reproduce in riparian habitats in California is
unclear, but GWSS does inhabit these areas in the southeastern U.S. With likely reproduction
in both undisturbed areas and croplands, GWSS can colonize areas far removed from those
used by native vectors.
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Table 3. Comparison of biological traits of GWSS and native X. fastidiosa vectors

Native
Trait GWSS Vectors
Breeds extensively in crops like citrus or grapes Yes No
Confined to areas near
grassland/riparian settings No Yes
Typical movement more than 300 feet
from breeding sites Yes No
Reaches great numbers in crop systems Yes No
Effective Xf vectors Yes Yes
Common in urban settings Yes only BGSS*
Feed on larger, older plant tissue Yes No
Feed on dormant grape vines Yes No
Changes host plants frequently Yes No

* blue-green sharpshooter

GWSS also moves greater distances than the native vectors in its search for feeding and
breeding sites. Because GWSS breeds in crops rather than just feeding in them, it reaches
greater densities in the crops than are typically seen with native vectors. GWSS is very
common in the urban areas of southern California and the Bakersfield area of Kern County.

GWSS is larger than native vectors and feeds on older, larger plant tissue than its native
counterparts. GWSS can infect grapevines at points below where the vines are pruned each
year, unlike native vectors that tend to feed and infect smaller, newer growth that is often
removed during pruning. Unlike native vectors, GWSS freely feeds on and infects grapevines
in the winter. These early season infections are more important than later infections because
they have a greater probability of the pathogen moving below the point where the plant is
pruned during the dormant season. Winter-feeding by GWSS on pruned vines will, by
definition, infect them below the point where they are pruned. It is not yet known if fall or
winter inoculations of grape vines with Xf can establish chronic infections as Xf infections
composed of a small number of bacteria may not survive cool temperatures.

Potential Changes in Xf dynamics in California Due to GWSS

Below are the potential changes that GWSS could cause in the epidemiology of Xf'in
California:

1) Disseminate Xf to areas now free of the pathogen.

This will arise from the ability of GWSS to breed in habitats other than
grasslands or riparian settings used by native vectors.

2) Disseminate the pathogen to new plant species, perhaps causing diseases not seen
before in California.

This appears to have occurred in oleander and may do so in other plants
because GWSS feeds and breeds on a large variety of plants. Other “exotic”

B-10



strains of Xf may be present in California but have not been noticed because of
their rarity.

3) Increase the rate of Xf transmission to susceptible plantings.

This will arise from the large populations that GWSS achieves in both urban
and agricultural settings.

4) Increase the rate of Xfinfection within plantings of susceptible crops/plants.

This will arise because GWSS feeds and breeds in numerous plants including
grapes and oleanders in such a way that the plant-to-plant spread of Xf
establishes chronic infections.

5) Result in expanding patches of diseased plants rather than isolated diseased
individual plants.

This will arise from the extensive feeding and breeding of large numbers of
GWSS within crop/ornamental plantings.

6) Disseminate the pathogen into urban settings.
This will arise because GWSS breeds on plants in urban settings.
7) Infect vines below the point at which they are pruned in the winter.

Because GWSS feeds on larger, older parts of vines than native sharpshooters,
it may infect the plants earlier in the season and below the point at which they
are pruned each year.

Have These Changes Been Seen in California?

The obvious question is whether the predicted GWSS-mediated changes in Xf
epidemiology have been observed in California. The answer is yes.

Dissemination of Xf'to areas now firee of the pathogen. In both Riverside (Temecula)
and Kern Counties, Pierce’s disease now occurs in areas previously believed to be free of
the disease. In Temecula, vineyards throughout the valley now have vines showing
Pierce’s disease symptoms. In Kern County, the occurrence of Pierce’s disease in the
General Beale Road area represents a new area for the disease. These new areas are not
due simply to a greater awareness of the disease and increased vigilance, because the
disease rates are far greater than expected in both areas, they are greater than those that
had been noticed prior to the current control program and in southern Kern County
surveys by the University of California did not detect the disease in grapes in that area.

Dissemination of the pathogen to new plant species causing diseases not seen before in
California. Oleander leaf scorch was discovered in 1994. The disease is killing mature
oleander plantings (greater than 30 years old) and is found in association with the GWSS.
There is potential for the sharpshooter to take Xfto other plants causing still more “new”
diseases as it spreads into areas not occupied by native vectors.

Increase in the rate of Xf transmission to susceptible plantings. The rate of death of
grapes due to Pierce’s disease in Temecula has increased from an average of less than 1%
in 1990 to an average 30+% in 2000. This represents a 30-fold increase in less than ten



years. This exponential increase is because the GWSS is transmitting the pathogen to
vineyards previously beyond the “reach” of native vectors, because large numbers of the
pathogen-carrying GWSS are invading susceptible plantings and because GWSS is
transmitting Xf within vineyards by moving the pathogen from vine to vine.

Increase in the rate of pathogen spread within plantings of susceptible crops/plants.
Typical Pierce’s disease spread within California vineyards results in a rate of infection
that varies from less than 1% in areas with few vectors to 10% in areas with high densities
of native vectors. The rate rises and falls unpredictably from year to year. In Temecula,
there has been a much steeper, or exponential rate of increase in the incidence of diseased
plants to over 90% infection in some vineyards (Purcell pers. comm.). If Temecula
represents a typical situation for Xf'spread by GWSS, the rate at which the pathogen is
spread will be exponential.

Creation of patches of diseased plants rather than isolated individuals. Native vectors
inhabit natural riparian or weedy habitats and infect few plants on forays into vineyards.
Because GWSS breeds in cultivated crops and ornamental plants, there will be multi-plant
disease centers (foci) as the sharpshooter spreads the pathogen from a diseased plant to its
neighbors -- something that appears to be negligible with native vectors. Summer
infections of grapes by native vectors do not survive dormant pruning, explaining why
vine-to-vine movement of chronic Pierce’s disease has not been observed before the
arrival of the GWSS (Purcell pers.comm.). These multi-plant disease foci, caused by
plant-to-plant pathogen transmission, already have been seen in grapes and oleanders in
Southern California.

Movement of the pathogen into urban settings. The discovery of oleander leaf scorch in
urban, farm and freeway settings in southern California indicates that GWSS may be
transmitting this pathogen into new settings, especially urban areas.

Infection of vines below the point at which they are pruned in the winter. Glassy-
winged sharpshooters have been frequently observed feeding on pruned, dormant
grapevines. The infection of the vines early in the season and below the pruning point
throughout the year will greatly increase the rate at which grapevines will become infected
with Pierce’s disease. Summer infections of woody portions of grape vines by GWSS
result in chronic Xf infections. In contrast, native vectors of Xfinoculate the tips of
growing grape stems in the summer. These infections seldom survive the following
winter. The final result is exponential, vine-to-vine transmission of chronic Xfinfections
by GWSS (Purcell pers. comm.).

What is the Status of Xfin Kern County and Rural Southern California?

A tour of the Temecula area was conducted in December 2000. The grape growing area is a
small valley surrounded by scrub vegetation. There is a small riparian area with no vineyards
nearby. The grape vineyards are interspersed with citrus orchards and some homes. The only
area for native vectors to breed in Temecula is in the riparian area. GWSS is breeding in the
citrus, grapes, and ornamental vegetation around the homes and wineries. GWSS numbers
were as high as 60 per trap per week prior to the start of area-wide pesticide treatments
applied to all citrus and grape crops in the valley.
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Symptoms of Pierce’s disease were found in every vineyard in the area. The symptoms
ranged from stunted new growth to the elimination of entire vineyards when the infestation
rate reached 30-40%. Infection rates of over 90% were seen in some vineyards (Purcell pers.
comm.). At least five vineyards had been pulled. The infection rate was not uniform and
depended on the grape variety, rootstock, distance from citrus orchards, and other unknown
factors. In many vineyards there were “holes” or gaps where groups of diseased vines had
been pulled. This gave the vineyards in the valley a “moth eaten” appearance.

The area-wide pesticide spray program, using chlorpyrifos foliar sprays and imidacloprid soil
applications, lowered GWSS numbers from 60 per trap per week to 0.2 GWSS per trap per
week. It was difficult to find GWSS in the valley in December 2000. It is unknown what
effect this extensive control program will have on GWSS numbers during 2001.

Pierce’s disease symptoms were found on every grape variety and on every rootstock type.
Infected vines take from 1 to 2 years to show symptoms depending on vine age, variety and
rootstock. An early symptom is a reduction in fruit set and a desiccation of fruit that is set as
the bacteria clog the xylem (water carrying) tissue leading to the grape bunches. Because of
the lag between infection and symptoms, the incidence of Pierce’s disease in the valley will
likely continue to rise this year and whether or not the pathogen continues to be spread.

Some growers in the valley are pulling diseased vines in an effort to limit the intra-vineyard
spread of the disease. Virtually every vineyard has had some vines pulled due to Pierce’s
disease. Entire vineyards are pulled when the infection rate hits 30 to 40%, following
extensive crop loss.

In Kern County, the situation is not as advanced as in Temecula. Pierce’s disease had been
present in isolated hot spots where sufficient numbers of native vectors were present due to
the proximity of a riparian area or the presence of grass in the vineyard throughout the year.
Grape vineyards are interspersed with citrus, almonds, alfalfa and other crops. Now, GWSS
numbers are high in the citrus and the pest freely moves from the citrus into the vineyards.

Pierce’s disease occurs in the General Beale Road area, an area not previously known to have
the disease. The disease is currently found in small groups of vines in several vineyards and
growers are pulling the diseased vines. One can imagine that the Kern County Pierce’s
disease situation mirrors that in Temecula a few years ago.

An area-wide GWSS control pilot program has been started in Kern County in an attempt to
lower GWSS numbers and the spread of Pierce’s disease. Given the time lag between
infection and the manifestation of disease symptoms, the number of vines showing Pierce’s
disease will be expected to increase in Kern County for the next two years regardless of the
effects of the area-wide GWSS pilot control program.

GWSS has helped to spread the Xf strain that causes oleander leaf scorch throughout the urban
and agricultural areas of southern California. Plantings of the shrub used as landscape and
windbreaks have been killed. Most alarming is that oleanders planted in the medians of
highways may provide an effective dispersal avenue for both the vector and the pathogen.
Symptoms that look like oleander leaf scorch occur in oleanders along highway medians in
Kern, Tulare and Fresno Counties, but the presence of the pathogen has not been confirmed.
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Predicting What GWSS Might Do to the Dynamics of Xfin California

We can use the experiences in Temecula, Kern County, and the rural areas of southern
California and the biology of the GWSS to develop a set of predictions about what the insect
might do to the dynamics of Xfand the epidemiology of the plant diseases it causes in
California. These predictions are based on a series of assumptions, both general and plant-
specific, that are discussed below.

General Assumptions

a) If left unabated, GWSS will continue to spread throughout California until it
reaches its climatic limits as approximated in Table 5.

b) GWSS population densities in commercial citrus will attain the levels seen in
Kern County and Temecula.
c) GWSS population densities in the urban areas will attain the levels seen in

southern California and Kern County.
d) Unfettered, GWSS will spread throughout all of Kern County in five years and
throughout its potential range in California in ten years.

Oleander Leaf Scorch

e) Oleander leaf scorch will kill ornamental plantings and highway median
plantings of oleander at the same rate as seen in southern California.

f) Oleanders will be pulled and replaced when the death rate of diseased plants
exceeds 5%.

) Pesticide sprays will not be used to protect the oleanders in highway median
plantings. Instead, the oleanders will be replaced with another plant species
unaffected by Xf.

Almond Leaf Scorch

h) The impact of GWSS on almond leaf scorch will range from no impact to an
average infection rate of 5% per year in commercial almonds.

1) The rate of increase of almond leaf scorch will double each year from current
levels until it reaches its average rate in six years (Table 7).

1) Almond leaf scorch will be more severe in counties with commercial citrus

acreage greater than 1,000 acres (Table 4). Orchards at high risk of almond leaf
scorch because of their proximity to breeding sources of GWSS (e.g. citrus
orchards) will